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REGULATION OF SALE OF INTOXICATING LIQUORS 
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 



Committee on the District of Columbia, 

Washington, D.G., May 8, 1908, 
The committee met at 10 o'clock a. m. 

Present: Senators Gallinger (chairman), Dillingham, Scott, Long, 
Burkett, Carter, Martin, and Johnston. 

The following bill was before the committee for consideration: 

A BILL (S. 6264) To regulate the sale of intoxicating liquors in the District of 

Columbia. 

Be it enacted hy the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled y That no person, company, 
copartnership, association, club, or corporation shall manufacture, 
sell, offer for sale, keep for sale, traffic in, barter, exchange for goods, 
or give away, in the District of Columbia, any intoxicating liquors, 
except as hereinafter provided; but this act shall not apply to sales 
made by any person under and by virtue of an order or decree of any court 
in the District of Columbia requiring him to sell personal property. 
Wherever the term ^'intoxicating liouors^' is used m this act it shall 
be deemed to include whisky, branay, gin, wine, cordials, rum, ale, 
porter, beer, hard or fermented cider, and all other fermented, distilled 
spirituous, vinous, and malt Uquors, and every mixture of liquors 
which shall contain more than two per centum, by weight, of alcohol, 
and any mixture of liquor which shall contain less than two per centum 
of alconol if the same shall be intoxicating. 

Sec. 2. That there shall be, and is hereby, constituted an excise 
board for the District of Columbia, which shall be composed of the 
judge of the juvenile court, the health officer, and one oi the inspect- 
ors of police who shall be designated by the Commissioners or the 
District of Columbia, which board shall consider and act upon all 
appHcations for Hcense to sell intoxicating Uquors, and the action of 
said board shall be final and conclusive ; out it shall not be manda- 
tory upon said board to grant a license for any of the purposes speci- 
fied in this act. On the granting by said board of a Hcense to sell 
intoxicating Hquors the assessor shall issue a Hcense to the apjpHcant. 
Said board shall make such rules and regulations for carrying into 
effect this act as it may deem requisite and proper. It shall make 
an annual report to Congress, setting forth the number of appHca- 
tions for Hcense both favorably and unfavorably acted on, the num- 
ber of persons convicted for violation of this statute, and the amount 
of fines collected and uncollected; and it shaU have power to issue 
subpoenas to compel the attendance of witness before it, and such 
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subpoenas shall be served by any member of the Metropolitan police 
force; and said board, or any member of it, shall also have power to 
administer oaths or affirmations in any matter affected by the opera- 
tions of this act. Any person having taken snch oath or affirmation 
who shall knowingly give false testimony before said board, or any 
member thereof, as to a material fact, shall be deemed guilt}" of per- 
ji^ry, and on conviction therefor shall be subject to the penalty now 
provided by law for that offense. 

Sec. 3. That the said board shall appoint a clerk at a salary of two 
thf)usand two himdred dollars per annum, an assistant clerk at a 
salary of one thousand two hundred dollars per annum, and an 
inspector at a salary of one thousand dollars per annum. Said 
inspector shall make inspections as may be required by this act, 
under the orders of the board, and make full report of such inspec- 
tions to the board. Said inspector shall wear a badffe indicating mat 
he is such inspector of the excise board. The board shall keep a full 
record of all applications for license, of all recommendations for and 
remonstrances against the granting of licenses, and the actions taken 
thereon. 

Sec. 4. That every person applying for a license to sell intoxicat- 
ing liquors in said District shall file with the said board a petition for 
such license, and such petition shall be considered and acted upon by 
the board in the order in which such petition is filed and numbered. 
Said petition shall contain — 

First. A statement giving the name and residence of the applicant 
and the time he has resided in the District of Columbia. 

Second. A statement describing the particular place for which a 
license is desired, designating the same by street and number if 

I)racticable, and if not, by such other apt description as will definitely 
ocate it, and how long said applicant has been engaged in "business 
at said place. 

Third. The name of the owner of the premises upon which the 
business is to be carried on. 

Fourth. A statement that the applicant is a citizen of the United 
States an4 a bona fide resident of tne District of Columbia, and not 
less than twenty-one years of age, and whether such applicant has, 
since March third, eighteen hundred and ninety - three, been ad- 
judged guilty of violating the laws governing the sale of intoxicating 
liquors or for the prevention of gambling in the District of Columbia. 

Fifth. A statement that he intends to, and if licensed will, carry 
on such business for himself and not as the agent of any other per- 
son, company, copartnership, or corporation. 

Sixth. A statement that ne intends to superintend in person the 
management of the business for which he asks a license, and that 
if licensed he will so superintend the management of the business 
so licensed. 

Said petition must be sworn to by the petitioner before a notary 
public or other person duly authorized to administer oaths and 
affirmations. If any false statement is made in any part of said 
petition, the petitioner making said affidavit shall be deemed guilty 
of perjury, and on conviction thereof shall be subject to the penalty 
now provided by law for that offense ; and in case a license has been 
issued to said petitioner the same shall immediately be revoked by 
said board. 
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Sec. 5. That the liquor licenses authorized and provided for by 
this act shall be of two classes, t^holesale liquor licenses and bar- 
room licenses. The fee for a wholesale liquor license shall be thrfee 
hundred dollars per annum and for a barroom license eight hundred 
dollars per annum. Eveiy applicant for a liquor license shall deposit 
the amount of the license f^e with the collector of taxes of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia at the time of filing the application with the excise 
board. If, upon consideration of the application for license by thie 
board as provided for in this act, the board shall decide to grant 
the license prayed for it shall notify the assessor, -and the applicant 
shall thereupon receive his license; and only on the grantmg by 
said board of a license to an applicant to sell intoxicating liqUor 
shall the assessor issue a license to such applicant. A barroom 
license shall be required for every hotel, tavern, barroom, club, or 
other place in which intoxicating liquors are sold or dispensed at 
retail. A wholesale liquor license shall authorize the licensee to sell 
intoxicating liquors in quantities not less than one gallon only, and 
not to be drunk on the premises where sold ; and no wholesale license 
shall be granted until it is satisfactorily shown that the place where it 
is intended to carry on such business is properly arranged for selling 
such liquors as merchandise. Every place where intoxicating liquors 
are sold to be drunk on the premises, or in quantities less than one 
gallon whether drunk on the premises or not, shall be regarded as 
a barroom; and the possession of intoxicating liquors, with the 
means and appliances tor cariring on the business of dispensing the 
same to be drunk where sola, shall be prima facie evidence of a 
barroom within the meaning of this act, and the license therefor 
shall be known as. a barroom license. All makers, brewers, and dis- 
tillers of intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia, and all 
agents of makers, brewers, and distillers established outside of the 
District of Columbia and selling their product in said District, shall 
be required to take out the wholesale license provided for in this act: 
Provided, That when such business is carried on at more than one 
place a license shall be required for each place. Before the excise 
board may grant a license to a club it must be satisfactorily shown 
that such club is duly incorporated, that its membership is bona fide, 
all being on an equal status with equal privileges and responsibilities; 
that its purposes are legitimate and that the sale of liquor intended 
is no more than an incident, and 'is not a prime source of revenue. 
A license to a club shall be issued in the name of the president, and 
in case it violates the provisions of this act he and the other officers 
of the club shall be proceeded against in their individual capacities, 
and if convicted be subject to the penalties prescribed in section 
fourteen of this act. 

Sec. 6. That in the city of Washington every appUcant for a whole- 
sale or a barroom license shall present to the excise board with his 
application the written permission of a majority of persons owning 
real estate and a majority of residents keeping house, including ten- 
ants in flats or apartment houses, within the square in which it is 
desired to locate or maintain such business and within the three other 
squares located nearest to said place of business; and in that por- 
tion of the District of Columbia lying outside of the city of Wash- 
itigton such applicant shall present such permission from a majority 
of the persons owning real estate and a ma^otit^ oi \fe"^\^^x?^j^Vs?s^- 
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ing house within the space of one thousand feet of the street or 
road on each side of the building where it is desired to locate or con- 
tinue such business, and within a similar space on the side of the 
street or road fronting opposite such building. The fact of ownership 
of real estate shall be certified by the assessor of the District of Colum- 
bia, and the fact of the required residence and the genuineness of the 
signatures of both the* owners and residents aforesaid shall be certified 
by the captain or acting captain of the pohce precinct which embraces 
such location: Provided , That no person having a liquor Kcense at the 
date of the passage of this act shall be required to obtain the signa- 
tures herein provided for until the end of the current Hcense year, 
when he is required to make appHcation for a renewal of his Hcense, 
and then each year thereafter. 

Sec. 7. That tmder the license issued in accordance with this act 
no intoxicating liquors shall be sold, given, or in any way disposed of 
to any minor or intoxicated person, or to any habitual drunkard, or to 
any person who is in the habit of becoming intoxicated, if such last- 
named person's wife, son, daughter, mother, or father shall, in writing, 
request that the licensee shall not sell or furnish intoxicating liquors 
to such person, nor between the hours of seven o'clock in the evening 
and seven o'clock in the morning, during which last-named hours, 
and on Sundajrs and legal holidays every barroom and other place 
where intoxicating hquors are sold shall be kept closed for all purposes, 
and during which hours and on Sundays and legal holidays no intoxi- 
cating Uquors shall be sold or otherwise dispensed; that no minor 
under the age of eighteen years shall be allowed to enter or be per- 
mitted to remain in any place where intoxicating liquors are sold, 
other than a hotel; that the interior of every barroom shall at all 
times be exposed to full view from the street without obstruction by 
screens, blinds, curtains, stained glass, bottles, boxes, signs, or other 
material, except clubs licensed under this act and hotels having only 
an interior barroom, which shall be exposed to full view from the cor- 
ridors or passageways along the entrance to such barroom: Provided, 
further, That the excise board may, in its discretion, fix the hours, 
except on Sundays and between the hours of twelve o'clock midnight 
and seven o'clock in the morning, during which a club may sell liquors 
to its members. 

Sec. 8. That any minor, for the purpose of evading the provisions 
of the preceding section, who falsely represents his age shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor, and be mied for each offense not more than 
fifty dollars, and in default in the payment of such fine shall be im- 
prisoned in the workhouse of said District not exceeding thirty days. 

Sec. 9. That no license under this act shall be issued for a longer 
period than one year, and the year shall begin on the first day of 
November and end on the last day of October following; and no license 
shall be transferred hj the licensee to any other person or to any 
other place, except with the written consent of the excise board 
upon a regular apjjlication thereto in writing, and then only on the 
transferee^ obtamine the consent of a majority of the real estate 
owners and resident nousekeepers, as proviaed in section six of this 
act; and the fee to be paid by the party applying for such transfer 
shall be two dollars, which shall be paid to the collector of taxes of 
the District before such transfer is made: Provided, That the excise 
board shall not allow the transfer of the license of any person against 
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whom there are pending in the courts or before the excisejboard 
charges of keeping a disorderly house or violating the excise laws 
or the laws against gambling in the District of Columbia. 

Sec. 10. That every person receiving a Hcense to sell Hquor under 
this act shall frame the same under glass and place it in a conspicuous 
place in his place of business, so that anyone entering such place 
may easily read such license. ^ 

Sec. 11. That all applicants for hcense and persons holding 
licenses under this act shall allow the duly authorized inspector of 
the excise board full opportunity and every facilitv to examine, at 
any time during business hours, the premises wnere intoxicating 
liquor is sold, or for which a license is asked or has been granted; 
and the same opportunity and facility shall be afforded, by the 
licensee or some person acting in his stead, any member of the 
Metropohtan police force who has reasonable belief that the law is 
being violated to enter and examine at all times such licensed places, 
and no person or persons shall obstruct, hinder, or in any manner 
molest such inspector or officer, provided such inspector or officer 
exhibits a badge showing he is such inspector or officer. 

Sec. 12. That regularly licensed druggists or pharmacists shall not 
be required to obtain license under the provisions of this act, but 
they snail not sell intoxicating liquors, nor compound, nor mix any 
composition thereof, nor sell pure grain alcohol or any malt extract, 
or other proprietary medicines containing more than two per centum 
of alcohol, except upon a written and bona fide prescription of a duly 
licensed and regularly practicing physician in the District of Columbia, 
whose name shall be signed thereto ; such prescription shall be num- 
bered in the order of receiving, and shall be canceled by writing on it 
the word ^'canceled'' and the date on which it was presented and 
filled, and kept on file in consecutive order subject to public inspec- 
tion at all times during business hours. No prescription shall be 
filled more than once : Provided ^ That every druegist or pharmacist 
selling intoxicating Uquors as herein provided shall keep a book pro- 
vided for the purpose and shall enter therein at the time of every sale 
a true record of tne date of the sale, the name of the purchaser, who 
shall sign his name in said book as a part of the entry, his residence 
(giving the street and house number if there be such), the kind and 
quantity and price of such liquor, the purpose for which it was sold, 
and the name of the physician giving the prescription therefor. 
Such book shall be open to pubhc mspection during business hours, 
and shall be in form substantially as follows: 



Date. 



Name of 
purchaser. 



Residence. 



Kind and 
quantity. 



Purpose of 
use. 



Price. 



Name of 
physician. 



Signature 
of purchaser. 



Said book shall be produced before the excise board or the courts 
when required. 

Any druggist or pharmacist who shall sell or dispense any intoxi- 
cating liauors except in such maimer as provided m this section, or 
who shall fail or refuse to keep the record herein required., or ^Vss^ 
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shall refill any prescription, or who shall violate any other praviskn 
of this section shall be guilty of illegal selling, and upon convictiiMa 
thereof shall be subject to the penalties prescribed in section fourteen 
of this act. Upon a second conviction for said offense, in addition 
to the penalties prescribed in said section fourteen, the trial couri 
shall revoke his license to practice pharmacy and a copy of the ordler 
of revocation shall be transmitted to the licensing board. 

Any physician who shall give any such prescription to a person not 
under his charge professionally, or who in his honest opinion is no* 
sick, shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined not less than fiif ty dollars nor more than two hun- 
dred dollars, and in default of payment of said fine shall be imprisoned 
in the District jail or workhouse for not less than thirty nor more than 
ninety days, and upon a second conviction for said offense, in addition 
to the penalty above provided, the trial court shall revoke his license 
to practice medicine for a period of two years. A copy of such order 
of revocation shall be transmitted to the medical licensing board. 

Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit a sale by such 
druggist or pharmacist of such liquor as may be needed by or for a 
person in case of extreme illness, where delay may be dangerous to 
the patient. 

Sec. 13. That any person, company, copartnership, corporation, 
club, or association manufacturing, selling, offering for sale, keeping 
for sale, trafficking in, bartering, or exchanging for goods or giving 
away any intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia without first 
having obtained a license as herein provided, or shall manufacture, 
sell, offer for sale, keep for sale, traffic in, barter, or exchange for 
goods, give away, sohcit or receive orders for intoxicating liquors in 
any part, sec^tion, or district of the District of Columbia wherein 
the same is prohibited by law, upon conviction thereof shall be fined 
not less than two hundred and fifty dollars nor more than eight 
hundred dollars, and in default in the payment of such fine be impris- 
oned in the District jail or workhouse for not less than two months 
nor more than six months, and upon every subsequent conviction 
for such offense shall, in addition to the penalty named, to wit, a 
fine of not less than two hundred and fifty dollars nor more than 
eight hundred dollars, be imprisoned in the workhouse of the District 
of Columbia not less than three months nor more than one year. 

Sec. 14. That any person, company, copartnership, corporation, or 
club having obtained a license under this act, and regularly licensed 
druggists and pharmacists, who are not required to have a license, 
who shall violate any of its provisions shall, upon conviction of such 
violation, be fined not less than one hundred dollars nor more than 
five hundred dollars, and upon every subsequent conviction of such 
violation such licensee or such druggist or pharmacist who is not required 
to have a license shall be fined a like amount, to wit, not less than one 
hundred dollars nor more than five hundred dollars, and in addition 
to such fine shall a pay sum equal to twenty-five per centum of the 
amount of the fine imposed for the offense immediately preceding. 
That after a licensee is twice convicted of violating the provisions of 
this act, or once convicted of keeping a disorderly or disreputable 
place, it shall be the duty of the excise board to immediately revoke 
the license of such convicted licensee ; and after such revocation no 
license shall again be granted to him for said place or elsewhere ; nor 
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shall a license be granted to anyone else for said place for a period of 
three years from the date of said revocation of license. 

Sec. 15. That a Ucense for any of the purposes specified in any 
section of this act, including hotels and clubs, shall not be granted to 
any person to conduct such business within one thousand feet of a 

EudIic schoolhouse, owned or occupied as a whole or in part by the 
)istrict of Columbia, public park or public playgrounds, any private 
school, college, or university, or any place of reugious worship, owned 
or occupied as a tvhole or in part by a religious society or organization 
for regular pubhc worship, measured between the nearest entrance to 
each by the shortest course of travel between such place of business 
and public schoolhouse, public park, public playground, or any pri- 
vate school, college, or university or place of reUgious worship; 
nor shall any license be granted to any place located opposite across 
the street from any Government reservation: Provided, That no 
license sha,ll be granted to any hotel with less than fifty bona fide 
bedrooms for guests. 

Sec. 16. That no licensee shall employ or permit to be employed, • 
or allow any female or any minor, or any person convicted or cnme, 
to sell, give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicating Uquors, or any 
admixture thereof, to any person or persons, nor permit the play- 
ing of pool or bilUards, or any other games whatever, in the room 
where such liquors are sold or drunk, or in any adjoining or inter- 
communicating room; nor shall he, except in the case of hotels and 
clubs, permit the playing of music or theatricals of any kind, or 
provide other amusements in his place of business or in connection 
therewith. Nor shall any barroom Ucensee establish but one bar 
under his license, and the sale or dispensing of liquors, • except in 
case of hotels and clubs, shall be confined to the room in which said 
bar is located; nor shall he furnish his barroom wdth chairs or tables 
for the use of patrons, or pictures or mirrors, nor provide or permit 
to be used but one entrance to said barroom from the street, which 
entrance shall be the one mentioned in his application for Ucense, 
and no other. 

Nor shall any licensee sell, give, furnish, or distribute any intoxicat- 
ing liquors, to be carried away in buckets, pitchers, or other vessels, 
except sealed bottles or in original packages; nor in the case of a 
barroom, not in a hotel, shall he sell, give, furnish, or distribute any 
intoxicating liquors to any female except in the room in which the 
bar is located. 

Sec. 17. That all applicants who have had a license during the 
preceding year shall apply for a renewal of such license on or before 
the first day of Novemoer of each license year, and shall be permitted 
to continue business until license shall be granted or refused by the 
excise board; but in all cases of refusal to grant license such propor- 
tion of the license fee as may have been due shall be deducted and 
retained from the sum \ieposited therefor as the time from the first 
day of November to the date of such refusal bears to the entire license 
year: Provided j That in the event of the death of a person having a 
license under this act during a license year there shall be refunded 
to the personal representative of the deceased such amount of the 
license fee in proportion to the unexpired part of the license year. 

Sec. 18. That whenever a majority of the owners of real estate and 
a majority of the residents keeping house, iiiel\id\\v^ V^xs»»!^%\sv^^i^^^ 
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or apartment houses, within any number of city squares or blocks 
located contiguously and compactly, or whenever such majorities 
within any clearly described contiguous, compact section of that 
part of the District of Columbia outside of the city of Washington 
shall file a petition with the excise board, praying that the sale or 
manufacturing of intoxicating liquors be prohibited within the 
squares, district, section, or territory described therein, said petition 
shall operate as and for a prohibition of the granting of any licenses 
for the sale or manufacture of intoxicating liquors within the said 
squares, section, district, or territory for a period of three years from 
the time when the excise board passes upon said petition or revokes 
existing licenses, if there be any such, and thereafter until a petition 
signed by a majority of the owners of real estate and a majority of 
the residents keeping house within the aforesaid squares, section, 
district, or territorv heretofore described shall be filed with the excise 
board asking for the granting of license in said squares, section, dis- 
trict, or territory, during which period the sale or manufacture of 
intoxicating hguors shall be unlawful within such squares, section, 
district, or territory, and no license to manufacture or sell intoxicating 
liquors shall be granted therein; and any person manufacturing, 
giving away, selling, offering for sale, or keeping for sale, or trafficking 
in, bartering, or exchanging for goods or soliciting or taking orders 
for any intoxicating liquors therein shall, upon conviction thereof, 
be subject to the penalties prescribed in section thirteen of this act. 
The fact of the ownership of the persons petitioning for the prohibi- 
tion of the manufacture or sale of intoxicating liquors and those peti- 
tioning against such prohibition shall be certified to by the superin- 
tendent or chief of police of the District of Columbia; and the excise 
board shall examine said petition, whether for or against license, and 
shall within thirty days after the filino: thereof certify to and make a 
record of its finding. If said finding in a case of a petition for prohi- 
bition shows that a majority of the owners of real estate and a major- 
ity of the residents keeping house in the square, section, district, or 
territory described in said petition are in favor of prohibiting the 
manufacture or sale of intoxicating liquors, then within twentjr days 
from the date of said finding the excise board shall declare all licenses 
then in existence in said square, section, district, or territory revoked: 
Provided, That any licensee whose license is thus revoked shall have 
refunded to him an amount of the annual license fee paid by him in 
proportion to the unexpired part of the license year. 

That every manufacturer or dealer in intoxicating liquor whose 
license is thus revoked shall, within ten days thereafter, remove or 
cause to be removed all intoxicating Uquors from said place, together 
with all the appurtenances or paraphernalia of the business. Failure 
to comply with this provision shall be prima facie evidence that such 
liq^uor is kept for the purpose of sale in violation of the provisions of 
this act. ^ 

Sec 19. A petition in favor of prohibiting the manufacture and sale 
of intoxicating liquor, provided for in section eighteen of this act, sub- 
stantially as follows, shall be sufficient : 

*^To THE Excise Board of the District of Columbia: 

^^We, the undersigned, respectfully represent that we are owners 
of real estate and resident housekeepers in the following-described dis- 
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trict in the District of Columbia (here describe the district), and we 
are in favor of prohibiting the manufacture and sale of intoxicating 
liquor in said district/^ 

A petition against prohibiting the manufacture and sale of intox- 
icating liquor, provided for in section eighteen of this act, substan- 
tially as follows, shall be sufficient : 

'^To THE Excise Board of the District of Columbia: 
^' ^^We, the undersigned, respectfully represent that we are owners 
of real estate and resident housekeepers in the following-described dis- 
trict (here describe the district), and we are opposed to prohibiting 
the manufacture and sale of intoxicating Uquor in said district/^ 

The owner of real estate petitioning for or against prohibition shall 
sign his name in ink in a column properly headed, giving his business 
or home address, and indicating the property for which he signs. A 
resident housekeeper petitioning for or against prohibition shall sign 
his name in ink in a column properly headed, giving his residence ad- 
dress. 

Before a petition either for or against prohibiting the manufacture 
and sale of intoxicating liquor in a district shall oe circulated and 
signed, it shall be dated with the day;, month, and year, and it shall be 
filed with the excise board within thirty days from said date. 

Sec. 20. That whoever fraudulently transfers any real estate or any 
interest or interests in real estate to others for the purpose of increas- 
ing the number of real-estate owners in any city square or district 
outside of the city in favor of or against the grantmg of any Ucense to 
manufacture or sell intoxicating uquor under the provisions of sec- 
tion six of this act, or in favor of or against prohibiting the manu- 
facture and sale of intoxicating liquor imder the provisions of section 
eighteen of this act, or whoever bribes, boycotts, or intimidates, or 
attempts to bribe, boycott, or intimidate, any owner of real estate 
or any resident housekeeper in the interest of or against the granting 
of any license to manufacture or sell intoxicating liquor, or to prevent 
such person from signing the petition, or to secure the signature of 
such person to the petition provided for in section eighteen of this act, 
or whoever removes any person from his employ or threatens to 
remove any person from his employ or under his control, either 
directly or indirectly, in order to secure his signature to such petition 
or to keep such person from signing such petition, shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor, and shall, upon conviction thereof in the police court, 
be fined not less than two hundred dollars nor more than five hun- 
dred dollars. The signature of any person secured to such petition 
by bribery, boycott, or intimidation shall be stricken by the excise 
board from such petition. 

Sec. 21. That any person assisting in or aiding and abetting the 
violation of any of the provisions of this act shall be guilty of a mis- 
demeanor, and on conviction thereof shall be fined not less than fifty 
dollars nor more than one hundred dollars or be imprisoned in the 
District jail or workhouse for not more than three months for each 
and every offense: Provided , That no witness shall be excused from 
testifying in any case brought under this act on the ground that his 
answer may tend to incriminate him; but no witness so testifying 
shall thereafter be prosecuted for a violation of any provision of this 
act concerning which such witness may have testified. 
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Sec. 22. That prosecutions for violations of the provisions of this 
act shall be on information filed in the police court by the attorney 
of the District of Columbia, by whatever name designated, or any of 
his assistants duly authorized to act for him, and said attorney or 
his assistants shall file such information upon the presentation to him 
or his assistants of sworn information that the law has been violated; 
and such attol'ney and his assistants shall have power to administer 
oaths to such person or persons, complainants, and such others as 
present themselves, and anyone making a false oath to any material 
fact shall be deemed guilty of perjury and subject to the same pen- 
alties as now provided by law for such offense. 

Sec. 23. That if one or more persons who are competent witnesses 
shall charge on oath or affirmation before the attorney of the District 
of Columbia, by whatever name designated, or any of his assistants 
duly authorized to act for him, representing that any person, com- 
pany, copartnership, association, club, or corporation has or have 
violated or is violating the provisions of this act by manufacturing, 
selling, offering for sale, keeping for sale, or trafficking in, bartering, 
or exchanging for goods, or giving away intoxicating liquor without 
license or in a prohibited district or section, and shall request said 
attorney or any of his assistants duly authorized to act for him to 
issue a warrant, said attorney or any of his assistants shall issue such 
warrant, in which warrant the house, building, or other place in which 
the violation is alleged to have occurred or is occurring shall be spe- 
cifically described, and said warrant shall be placed in the hands of 
the captain or acting captain of the police precinct in which the house, 
building, or other place above referred to is located, commanding 
him at once to thoroughly search said described house, building, or 
other place and the appurtenances thereof, and if any such shall be 
found, to take into his possession and safely keep, to be produced as 
evidence when reguired, all intoxicating liquors (if the same shall 
be found in quantities and in condition to suggest that it is kept for 
sale), and all the means of dispensing same, also all the paraphernalia 
or part of the paraphernalia of a barroom or other intoxicating 
liquor establishment, and any United States internal-revenue tax 
receipt or certificate for the sale of intoxicating liquor effective for 
the period of time covering the alleged offense, and forthwith report 
all the facts to the attorney of the District of Columbia; and such 
intoxicatiag liquor or the means for dispensing same, or the para- 
phernalia of a barroom or other intoxicating liquor establishment, 
or any United States internal-revenue tax receipt or certificate for 
the sale of intoxicating liq^uor effective as aforesaid, shall be prima 
facie evidence of the violation of the provisions of section one of this 
act as charged or presented. If the accused shall be found guilty, 
the intoxicating liquor so seized shall, after the trial and time for 
writ of error, if no writ of error is taken, be destroyed by the police 
department; if the accused be found not guilty, the whole shall be 
held as his, its, or their property, or the property of the real owner. 

Sec. 24. That it shall not be necessary in order to convict any 
person, company, association, club or corporation, his, its, or their 
agents, officers, clerks, or servants, of manufacturing or selling 
intoxicating liquors without license, or in any section of the District 
of Columbia where the manufacture and sale is prohibited to prove 
the actual sale, deUvery of, or payment for any intoxicating liquors. 
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but the evidence of having or keeping them in hand or offeripg to 
sell or barter, exchanging for goods or merchandise, shall be suffi- 
cient to convict ; nor shall it be necessQ,ry in a warrant or in infor- 
mation to specify the particular kind of liquor manufactured, sold, 
oflFered for sale, kept for sale, trafficked in, bartered or exchanged for 
goods or merchandise, or orders solicited or received for the pur- 
chase of intoxicating liquor, but it shall be sufficient to allege in the 
warrant or information that the accused manufactured, sold, offered 
for sale, kept for sale, trafficked in, bartered or exchanged for goods 
or merchandise, solicited for or received orders for intoxicating 
liquors, or kept it deposited to sell or barter or give away. 

Sec. 25. That every person who shall within the District of Colum- 
bia directly or indirectly keep or maintain by himself or by associat- 
ing or combining with others, or who shall in any manner aid, abet, 
or assist in keeping or maintaining any clubroom or other place in 
which any intoxicating licjuors the sale of which without a license 
is prohibited by this act is received or kept for the purpose of use, 
sale, barter, giving away, or otherwise furnishing or for distribution 
or division among the members of any club or association by any 
means whatever, without first having a license so to do, or in sections 
of the District wherein the sale of intoxicating liquor is prohibited, 
and every person who shall use, sell, barter, give away, or otherwise 
furnish, distribute, or divide any such Uquors so received or kept 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and subject to the penalties pre- 
scribed in section thirteen of this act. 

Sec. 26. That the issuance of an internal-revenue special tax 
receipt or certificate by the United States to any person as a whole- 
sale or retail dealer in distilled liquors or in malt liquors at any place 
within the District of Columbia shall be prima facie evidence of the 
sale of intoxicating liquors by such person at such place, or at ajxY 
other place of business of such person in the District where sucn 
special tax receipt or certificate is posted and at the time charged 
in anv prosecution under this act, but such time must be within 
the life of such receipt or certificate. « 

Sec. 27. That in the interpretation of this act words of singular 
number shall be deemed to include their plurals, and that words of 
masculine gender shall be deemed to include the feminine, as the 
case may be. 

The words ^^give away^' where they occur in this act shall not 
apply to the giving away of intoxicating liauor by any person in his 
private dweUing, unless such private dwelling is a place of pubUc 
resort. 

Sec. 28. That this act be in full force and effect from and after 
its passage, and shall be in lieu of and as a substitute for all existing 
laws and regulations in the District of Columbia in relation to the 
sale of intoxicating liquors in said District, except such laws as pro- 
hibit the sale of intoxicating Uquors in certain defined sections or 
parts of the District; and all laws and parts of laws inconsistent with 
this act, except such prohibitive laws above referred to, be, and they 
are hereby, repealed. 

The Chairman. The meeting was called for the purpose of con- 
sidering the bill S. 6264, the title of which is: ^^A bill to regulate the 
sale of intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia. '' The bill 
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will be incorporated in the hearing, so that it can be read, and will 
not take the time to read it to the committee now. 
I have a letter dated May 5, as follows : 

Washington, D. C, May 5, 1908. 
Hon. J. H. Gallinger, 

Chairman District Committee ^ Seriate of the United States: 
The Washington Coimcil No. 1, Fraternal Order Sons of Jonadab, 
at a regular meeting Friday evening, May 1, took up and consid- 
ered Senate bill 6264 for a new excise law in the District of Colum- 
bia. The members of Washington Council present at said meeting 
represented an enrollment of about five himdred men, the larger 
number of whom are the breadwinners for their respective famihes. 
Many of these men have come to see, through sad experience, and 
all of them realize the necessity of legislative measures restrictive 
of the liquor traffic, even to the point of prohibition, and they fully 
believe it to be a duty of government to make it as easy as possible 
for the citizen to abstain from the use of intoxicating drinks, and 
as difficult as possible for the citizen to indulge in their use. So 
believing, the Fraternal Jonadabs resolved by imanimous vote to 
petition your honorable body to recommend to the Senate the en- 
actment into law of the restrictive measure above designated the 
present session. 

Respectfully and fraternally, 

Washington Council No. 1, 

Fraternal Order Sons of Jonadab, 
John M. Belt, Worthy Chief. 
Joseph E. Bishop, Secretary. 

In this morning's mail the following letter came, dated Washing- 
ton, May 7, 1908, and addressed to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia: 

Washington, D. C, May 7, 1908. 
Committee on the District of Columbia, 

U. S. Senate. 
Gentlemen: The United German Societies of the District of 
Columbia, composed of 23 societies, protest against the Gallinger 
bill, referring to the liquor trade in the District, and ask most respect- 
fully your honorable committee to report adverselv on said bill. At 
the same time we ask to be granted a hearing in tTiis respect, if pos- 
sible. 

Respectfully, 

Kltit Voelckner, 
President United German Societies of District of Columbia. 

I believe those are the only two communications that have been 
received lately by the committee in reference to the matter, but 
hundred of letters have been received by this committee during the 
past three months, and which are on fDe with the committee, in 
favor of legislation on this subject, most of them advocating absolute 
prohibition. 

Mr. Macfarland, president of the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, is present, and I beUeve desires to be heard 
briefly on the bill. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY B. F. MACFARLAND, PRESIDENT 
OF BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Commissioner Macfarland. I am here imder the invitation of the 
committee to present the views of the Commissioners brieflj on 
the question of the regulation of the liquor traflBic in the District of 
Columbia. The bills pending before tnis committee and the bills 
pending before the House committee were referred to the Commis- 
sioners. The Commissioners had a public hearing of considerable 
length, at which all views were represented. The Commissioners 
were not able to agree with the extreme advocates of either position 
on this question, nor were they able to approve in its entirety any 
bill which was referred to it. 

Senator Long. What was the nature of the House bill that was 
referred? 

Commissioner Macfarland. There were several bills, Senator, 
absolute prohibition bills chiefly, and to them the Commissioners 
could not agree. There was also a bill prohibiting the sale of liquor 
in the Union Station, to which a majority of the Commissioners 
could not agree. Personally I favored that bill. The Commissioners, 
after very careful consideration of all the arguments, and I may say 
also of scores of letters and communications from advocates or pro- 
hibition and of every other variety of treatment of this question, 
and those who desired no change whatever in the existing laws, 
agreed upon these recommendations which were sent to this com- 
mittee on the 23d of April, and which I would like to read, as they are 
brief, with a short explanation of each one. 

Senator Long. Do they refer to this bill? 

Commissioner Ma^cfarland. They do not refer to any particular 
bill. Senator. We state in our reply that we submit this proffr^,mme, 
so to speak, as what might be done in lieu of all the bills referred to 
us by both committees. 

Senator Long. What you believe should be done ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Yes; if the committee should approve 
this programme in whole or in part, we should be very glad to have 
the corporation counsel draft a bill which the committee might 
then consider. But we have submitted it in the form of several 
propositions. I will read each one and make a brief statement 
about it, and answer as well as I can any questions the committee 
may desire to ask. We said in our report : 

''The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have the honor 
to recommend the following legislation in Ueu of the various bills 
relating to the liquor traffic, which have been referred to them for 
report oy the Senate and House Committees on the District of Colum- 
bia, excepting the bill prohibiting the sale of liquor in the new Union 
Station, upon which tney will make a separate report.^' 

The first recommendation was : 

''That the prohibition zones be increased in number so as to cover 
the neighborhood of the navy-yard and Marine Barracks and the 
War College and Engineer Barracks. '^ 

^' As the committee are aware there are now two prohibition zones in 
the District of Columbia. One is that which is covered by a radius 
of one mile around the National Soldiers' Home in the northern por- 
tion of the District and the other is that south of the town of Ana- 
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costia, on the eastern side of the Potomac Eiver, which is a radius of 
half a mile from the United States Government Hospital for the 
Insane, and half a mile from the farm on which the District of Colum- 
bia has two institutions, namely, the Home for the Aged and the 
Industrial Home for Colored Children. Those two zones are a])sc)- 
lu tely under the prohibition of sale of intoxicating liquors. 

What we propose by tliis is that there should be similar zones, tlie 
radius not determiijea, but to be determined, in the navy-yard and 
Marine Barracks and War College and Engineer Barracks, under a 
principle which has been recognized in official reports of the War and 
Navy Departments that there should be special protection for the 
enlisted men in the neighborhood of the Government establishments 
of this sort. 

Senator Johnston. Before you leave that, Mr. Commissioner, how 
many saloons are there in the suburbs? 

Commissioner Macfarland. It is comparatively small outside of 
the built-up portion of the territory, only IJ in all. 

Senator Scott. How many saloons, Mr. Commissioner, have we in 
the District of Columbia ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. There are 527 bar-room licenses this 
year, but they cover the licenses of hotels as well as saloons. There 
are 452 saloons. 

Senator Scott. Where there is no food furnished? Just saloons 
alone ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Saloons in the popular sense of the 
word; yes. Further: 

^'Second. That no bar-room license be issued, renewed, or trans- 
ferred without the consent in writing of the majority of all property 
owners and of all tenants in the square in which it is to be used and 
the four squares confronting that square, and that a license shall be 
revoked upon the conviction or the forfeiture of collateral in one 
case." 

The present law and practice requires the consent, in the first 
instance, of a majority of the residents keeping house on the side of 
the square where it is desired to locate such business and on the con- 
fronting side of the square fronting the same, and that consent does 
not have to be given for the renewal of the license. This proposition 
of the Commissioners not only extends the area in which the consent 
of the neighbors must be obtained, but also provides that it shall be 
obtained each year, so that if the people who signed last year or 
years ago have moved away or are dead and have been replaced by 
other people, the newcomers shall have the same right of local option 
which the others had. 

The Chairjian. Was not that the law some years ago, Mr. Com- 
missioner, and it was changed ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Yes; it was. 

Senator Johnston. Does that refer to the tenants or property 
owners ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Property owners and tenants. More- 
over, under the law and practice a license is revoked now upon two 
convictions or two forfeitures of collateral. We propose it shall be 
upon one conviction or one forfeiture of collateral. We also recom- 
mend: 

'* Third. That the wholesale liquor license fee shall be $600 and the 
bar-room liquor license fee shall be $1,600.'' 
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Senator Carter. Will you please restate that? 

Commissioner Macfarland. That the wholesale license fee shall 
be $600 and the bar-room license fee shall be $1,600. 

The Chairman. Is not the present wholesale license fee $400? 

Commissioner Macfarland. It is $300. 
* The Chairman. Very likely you are right. 

Commissioner Macfarland. We also recommend : 

'^Fourth. That no license shall be issued, renewed, or transferred 
for use in any saloon within 400 feet of any building used for a public 
or private school, or other educational institution, or playgroimd, or 
any house of worship, or place regularly used for worship, or religious 
institution." 

The chief effect of that, so far as it changes the present law is con- 
cerned, would be to make the saloon go when the church or the school 
comes into its neighborhood. Now, if the saloon is first, the saloon 
controls the situation. If the church or school is first, of course it 
controls the situtaion. An illustration of what we consider the ill 
effects of the present law is our experience when the Business High 
School was constructed at Ninth street and Rhode Island avenue 
NW. There was at least one saloon, and I think there were several 
immediately confronting that high school which, imder the law and 
the practice, had the right to go on to the detriment, as we believed, 
of those who attended that school. 

Our next recommendation is : 

^^ Fifth. That the so-called * growler' trade be prohibited." 

This is, as the committee may know, the trade in buckets which 
are chieflv taken by poor people, and to a great extent by women, 
to the saloons, and then taken back with their contents, a practice 
that has been the subject of more protests to the Commissioners than 
any other one feature of the Uquor traffic in the District of Columbia. 
We have heard particularly from the pastors of colored churches 
and from others representing what might be called ^*the poorer 
element of our population in regard to this traffic. 

Senator Scott. Mr. Commissioner, could you not provide in the 
bin that a forfeiture of the license would follow the allowing of any 
woman to visit a saloon? 

Commissioner Macfarland. That could be done. Senator, but 

Senator Scott. It strikes me we have a provision of that kind in 
our city license law at home. 

Commissioner Macfarland. Personally I should approve that 
most heartily. And, I may say, since this report was made my 
attention personally has been called to the fact that in one store — I 
do not know whether it is wholesale or retail, or both — women are 
employed as clerks, as sales people and, personally, I should be very 
glad, indeed, to see the presence of women in a saloon, either as sales 
people or as purchasers, absolutely forbidden by law. 

The Chairman. I think they are advertised as ''lady clerks,^' 
Mr. Commissioner, in that particular store. 

Commissioner Macfarland. The matter was not brought to our 
attention at the time of the hearing or at any subsequent time before 
we made the report, or I should have proposed some measure of that 
sort, as has been suggested. But I am not able to speak for the 
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Commissioners as to that, because it has never been before them 
officially. We further recommend : 

''Sixth. That the law be strengthened so as to prevent imitation 
hotels and clubs obtaining licenses.'* 

The police department has reported that there are a number, of 
what it regards as fake hotels and fake clubs, which it prosecute 
to the best of its ability under the present law, places which are 
nothing more nor less than saloons in fact; but under the law as it 
now stands ihey are availing themselves of the hotel and club privi- 
leges, especially on Sundays, when the ordinary saloons are closed. 

Senator Long. What are those privileges under the law? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Chiefly the privilege of selling on 
Sunday. 

Senator Long. They pay the same license as the saloon, do they t 

Commissioner Macfarland. The hotels and the clubs do. They 
have bar-room licenses. 

Senator Long. The clubs have the same retail bar-room licenses? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Yes. 

Senator Long. And sell on Sunday? 

Commissioner Macfarland., The point is, it is difficult imder tbe 
present law to obtain convictions in the police com*t in the cases of 
these fake hotels and fake clubs. But I may say just at this point, 
Mr. Chairman, that the ordinary saloons observe the Simday-cloeing 
and the night-closing provisions of the law in general with great 
scrupulousness. I do not believe that there is ai^y city in the coimtry 
where the saloons in general observe such features of the excise law as 
strictly as they do here. There is an organization of the better clasB 
of the saloons, or the saloon owners and managers, which does all that 
it can to discourage violations of the law and to encourage obedience 
of the law, and so far as I know the general practice of these saloons is 
to conform to the law as it stands. There are comparatively few 
reported violations of it by saloons. Our police department is also, I 
may be allowed to say, vigilant and careful in its enforcement of the 
law, and it is entirely free rrom any kind of disposition to enforce this 
law or any other law in. any lenient manner or m any way that would 
show any favor. I think the law is enforced strictly and honestly, 
and it is obeyed in general by the saloons. We recommend also : 

''Seventh. That in no event shall there be issued in any year more 
than one bar-room license to every one thousand of the population 
within the fire Umits of the city of Washington.'' 

That is taken from the Massachusetts law, and if adopted would 
of itself cut the number of licenses from 527 to something under 300, 
in the first instance. The population of the whole District of Co- 
lumbia, according to our police census of this year, is 339,403, the 
total white population being 241,920, and the total colored population 
being 97,483. The census of last year showed a grand total of 
329,591, so that there is an increase of 9,812. That includes the 
whole District of Columbia. We have not figured out the population 
within the fire limits of the city of Washington, which is the area 
we mentioned in this recommendation, but it would be, of course, 
much under 300,000, because there are a very large number of people 
living outside of the fire limits of the city of Wasnington. 

Senator Long. Whom do you include in that census? Permanent 
residents ? 
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Comimssioner Macfarland. AH residents. 

Senator Long. Whether permanent or not? 

Commissioner Macfarland. All those who are actually living 
here at the time the census is taken, but not those who come in from 
outside to do business simply. There are a considerable number of 
people who come every day from Baltimore and the surrounding 
counties of Virginia and Maryland — several thousand. 

Senator Long. Does it include Members of Congress and Senators? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Yes. 

Senator Long. And officers? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Yes. 

Senator Long. That are here temporarDy? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Yes; but not persons coming in from 
Maryland and Virginia to do business. We have a large floating 
population^ so to speak, of persons who come in every day to do 
Dusiness here, from Maryland and Virginia. 

Senator Carter. Can you state with any degree of accuracy 
about the decrease of saloons likely to occur because of the increase 
of the Ueenses? 

Commissioner Macfarland. The- increase of the license, when it 
was doubled before, made no decrease whatever. It is a much large 
amount now recommended. 

Senator Carter. WTiat was the increase then? 

Commissioner Macfarland. It was $400 for a barroom Ucense, 
and it was doubled and made $800. 

Senator Long. When? 

Commissioner Macfarland. From July 1, 1902. 

Senator Scott. Mr. Commissioner, would this license bill you 
propose carry civil liability to the owner of the building ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. We have not covered that point. 
Senator. *As I say, as yet we have not drafted a bill. We submitted 
these propositions, and in so far as they meet the approval of the 
committee we are prepared to approve a bill which would carry them 
into effect. 

Senator Long. You did not recommend the pending bill with 
amendments ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. W^e thought it best not to recom- 
mend any of the bills referred to us, but to submit our original propo- 
sition without prejudice to any of the bills as such — propositions 
upon which we could agree, and which we thought should be recom- 
mended, with the understanding that if approved by the committee 
and if the committee desired it we should oe very glad to have a bill 
drafted by the corporation counsel in the form that would make it jB:t 
with the existing law. 

Senator Long. Would you be able to submit those propositions as 
amendments to this bill, or would this bill have to be redrafted? 

Commissioner Macfarland. It would have to be a substitute, I 
think. Senator, because while I am not entirely familiar with the 
details of that bill, I do not think our programme could be worked in. 

I suggest that if that be the purpose of the committee that the com- 
mittee ask the Commissioners to have the corporation counsel draft 
a substitute for that bill which would embody these propositions 
in so far as they might be approved by the committee. 
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Senator Burkett. Did you make any recommendation as to the 
outlying saloon business? 

Commissioner Macfarland. We made no recommendation. 

Senator Burkett. What did you recommend as to your excise 
board? 

Commissioner Macfarland. We made no recommendation. 

Senator Burkett. Your excise board is in for Ufe? 

Commissioner Macfarland. During good behavior. 

Senator Burkett And you have not made any recommenda- 
tions? 

Commissioner Macfarland. No. 

Senator Long. Does this bill change the construction of the 
excise board? 

Commissioner Macfarland. I believe it does. 

Senator Long. Will you state briefly your reasons why you can not 
favor the bill providing for absolute prohibition for the District of 
Columbia? 

Commissioner Macfarland. We concluded that the time was not 
ripe, so far as the public opinion of the District of Columbia was con- 
cerned, for absolute prohibition in the District of Columbia. We had 
no information, ancl there is no information of any experiment with 
absolute prohibition in a city of the population of Washington or a 
place witn the population* of the District of Columbia that is as 
closely built up as this. We had no expressions from the business 
men, the general mass of the business men of the community, which 
indicated that they were prepared for absolute prohibition, but all 
that came to us apart from those who were directly interested inti- 
mated that the general sentiment of the community was strongly in 
favor of some such legislation as we have recommended. 

Senator Scott. Mr. Commissioner, do you not think that what you 
have outlined there, the increasing of the license and possibly put- 
ting them a little higher, if you would attach to that civil liability to 
the owner of the property, making him become responsible for the 
tenant and the acts of the tenant, it would come pretty nearly accom- 
plishing what our prohibition friends would want? 

Commissioner Macfarland. The effect of these recommendations 
will be to greatly decrease the number of saloons, and that, I am free 
to say, according to all the information coming to us, is what the general 
opinion of the population of the District of Columbia desires, leaving 
out those who are interested in absolute prohibition or in leaving 
things just as they are. As I said, the last recommendation cut the 
barroom Ucenses from 527 to less than 300 of itself, and I have no 
doubt that the number would be cut very much below that figure by 
the operation of these propositions. 

Senator Long. How will the license fees under your proposed bill 
compare with those in the States surrounding the District of Columbia — 
Maryland, Virginia, and Pennsylvania, and others? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Out recommendations are based upon 
the statements made in the census bulletin of 1907 on the statistics 
of cities in 1905, in which there is a table showing the license fees 
required by all the principal cities of the country, and we ascertained 
from that that these fees we propose are not as large as in some of the 
cities of the country, and at tne same time are higher than the average 
in the cities of the country. 
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Senator Long. Do you remember how they compare with Balti- 
more? 

Commissioner Macfarland. I should be very glad indeed to put in 
the record at this point the statement we prepared from the census 
bulletin, showing the fees in the principal cities of the coimtry, and 
other statements. 

CENSUS REPORT — STATISTICS OF CITIES IN 1905 PUBLISHED IN 1907. 

In New York, $1,200 per annum; Rock Island, 111., $1,000; Louis- 
ville, $1,000; Boston, $1,100; Worcester, $1,500; Fall River, $2,250; 
Lowell, $1,300; Omaha, $1,000; Lincoln, Nebr., $1,500; Philadelphia 
$1,000; Pittsburg, $1,000. 

Virginia. — The State licenses the sale of intoxicating liquors for 
State purposes, as follows: Wholesale of all kinds, $350 annually; 
malt liquors only, $150; retail of aD kinds, in cities and towns having 
a population of 1,000 or less, $75, and in those with a population of 
over 1,000, $125; malt liquors only, in towns of less than 5,000, $30; 
privilege of keeping a barroom, in towns having a population less 
than 1,000, $75 and also 15 per cent of the rental of the rooms used, 
and in those with a population of 1,000 and over, $125 and 15 per 
cent of the rental. For restaurants and inns, in towns of 2,000 or 
less, $75, and in towns of over 2,000, $125 (also 8 per cent of the 
rental value of the house and furniture up to $1,000 of such annual 
value; $1,000 to $2,000, 5 per cent on the excess; above $2,000, 3 
per cent). Holders of one class of liquor or restaurant licenses 
may obtain the others by payment of one-half of the specific sum 
required. Malt-liquor saloons, in county or town of less than 1,000, 
pay $40; sample liquor merchants, $350; in cities over 1,000, $60; 
which amounts are in lieu of all taxes upon capital actually employed, 
except for manufacturers, distillers, and rectifiers. Rectifiers who 
are not manufacturers pay $150. Druggists pay as retail liquor 
dealers. Manufacturers who mash and distill pay from $30 per year 
on a capacity of 10 bushels or less per day to $500 on a capacity of 
250 to 300 bushels per day, and $200 per year on each 100-bushel 
capacitj per day in excess of 300 bushels, and may sell at the fac 
torv without further license. Distillers of brandy distilling over 40 
gallons per day and operating only three months m the year pay $10 
per annum; those operating three to six months, $20; and those 
operating over six months, $50. Breweries pay $50 per annum. 

Counties do not license the sale of liquors. 

Municipalities may impose a tax or license in addition to that 
levied by the State. 

Richmond reported liquor licenses collected from retail dealers at 
$250 per annum, from wholesale liquor dealers at $250, and from 
wholesale malt dealers at $250. Norfolk collected from retail dealers, 
$350; ordinaries, $350; wholesalers, $350; and wholesalers and 
retailers, $550. 

Maryland. — Ijicenses on ordinaries, including the right to sell all 
liquors in quantities less than 1 pint, are issued by the county officials, 
but the revenue accrues to the State. The annual rates are as follows: 
Rate of rent or annual value $100 or less, $25; $100 to $200, $40; $200 
to $300, $50; $300 to $400, $60; $400 to $500, $75; $500 to $750, $90; 
$750 to $1,000, $100; $1,000 to $2,000, $150; $2,000 to $S,QQC\ A^^^N 
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$3,000 to $5,000, $250; $5,000 to $10,000, $400; over $10,000, $450. 
Retail or liquors, stock not $500, $18; $500 to $1,000, $35; $1,000 to 
$2,000, $50; $2,000 to $4,000, $75; $4,000 to $6,000, $100; $6,000 to 
$10,000, $120; $10,000 to $20,000, $130; $20,000 to $30,000, $140; 
over $30,000, $150. Sale of liquor at fisheries, $6; at horse races, $4; 
at oyster or eating houses, $50. 

Municipal Uquor licenses are governed by local laws applicable to 
the several counties and municipalities. 

Baltimore Ucensed saloon keepers, hotel keepers, clubs, grocers,, 
both retail and wholesale, at $187.50 per annum, and bottlers at $30. 

MEMORANDUM BY CLERK OF EXCISE BOARD, MAY 8, 1908. 

Saloons having barroom licenses, 452, including 11 in the suburbs. 
Hotels having barroom licenses, 56. 
Clubs having barroom licenses, 19. 

STATEMENT BY MAJOR AND SUPERINTENDENT OP POLICE. 

The number of arrests for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1907, on 
the charge of habitual drunkenness was 442; intoxication, 3,819, of 
which number 2,901 were white pnd 918 colored; 9,935 cases of dis- 
orderly conduct, 3,604 white, 6,331 colored; 2,692 cases of simple 
disorder, of which 729 cases were charged to the whites, 1,963 to the 
colored. 

There were 10 cases of assault with intent to kill, and 85 cases of 
assault with a dangerous weapon, 21 whites and 64 colored; 18 cases 
of murder, 10 of which are cnarged to the whites and 8 to colored, 
and 4 cases where manslaughter was the charge. 

In investigating the individual cases of crimes of greater magni- 
tude I find that from 33 to 35 per cent can be charged to drmk. 
Thede deductions I have made, as I have stated, by having an inves- - 
tigation made in each individual case of higher crime, and, in the 
opinions of the captains of police, all offenses of a disorderly character 
may, to the extent of from 33 to 45 per cent, be charged to the same 
cause. 

With regard to arrests in the daytime and nighttime, I find ais 
follows: 

First precinct: 

8 a. m. to 8 p. m. — 

Intoxication 107 

Intoxication and disorderly 35 

8 p. m. to 8 a. m. — 

Intoxication. 114 

Intoxication and disorderly 33 

Second precinct: 

Daytime — 

Intoxication 39 

Intoxication and disorderly 14 

Nighttime — 

Intoxication 72 

Intoxication and disorderly 24 

Third precinct: 

Day- 
Intoxication 19 

Intoxication and disorderly 19 

Night- 
Intoxication 19 

Intoxication and disorderly IS 
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Fourth precinct: 

Day- 
Intoxication 42 

Intoxication and disorderly 10 

Night- 
Intoxication 60 

Intoxication and disorderly 6 

Fifth precinct: 

Day- 
Intoxication 36 

Intoxication and disorderly 8 

Night- 
Intoxication 39 

Intoxication and disorderly 16 

Sixth precinct: 

Day- 
Intoxication 101 

Intoxication and disorderly 48 

Night- 
Intoxication 86 

Intoxication and disordeiiy 81 

Seventh precinct: 

Day- 
Intoxication 41 

Intoxication and disorderly 41 

Night- 
Intoxication - 40 

Intoxication and disorderly 47 

Eighth precinct: 

Day- 
Intoxication ^ 29 

Intoxication and disorderly 4 

Night- 
Intoxication 37 

Intoxication and disorderly 7 

Ninth precinct: 

Day- 
Intoxication 22 

Intoxication and disorderly IS 

/ Night- 
Intoxication 4 

Intoxication and disorderly 3 

Tenth precinct: 

Day- 
Intoxication 7 

Intoxication and disorderly 1 

Night- 
Intoxication 23 

Intoxication and disorderly 4 

Very respectfully, 

RiCHD. Sylvester, 
Major and Superintendent, 
Henry B. F. Macfarland, 

President Board of Commissioners, 

District of Columbia, 

Senator Carter. How many saloons in the District cater especially 
to the nc^ro trade ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. I could not say, Senator. 

Senator Carter. Any considerable portion of the saloons? 

Commissioner Macfarland. I can not say what portion. We 
know from the complaints that come to us irom negro ^pastors and 
reputable negroes who desire to protect their weaker ftt^tUx».v3L ^sssi. 
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sisters that there is a very considerable traffic in the neighborhood 
where the poorer negroes are largely located. 

Senator Carter. To what extent do the poUce report disturbances 
and violations of the law in negro as compared with the white districts? 

Commissioner Macfarland. There is no separate report of that, 
Senator? 

Senator Carter. Have you any means of ascertaining whether order 
is preserved in the saloons catering to the negro trade substantially 
the same as in the others? 

Commissioner Macfarland. So far as we know, it is so. Of 
course, the police endeavor to make it so. 

Senator Carter. How many saloons are run by colored people in 
the city? Have you any means of knomng? 

Commissioner Macfarland. It was stated at the public hearing 
by one of the negro pasters, I think the Reverend Doctor Brooks, oi 
the Nineteenth Street Baptist Church, that there was no negro 
engaged in running a saloon in the District of Columbia. 

Senator Carter. But there are white men conducting saloons who 
cater specially to the colored patronage ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. I do not know that officially, Senator, 
but I believe it is so. That is to say, there are saloons in neighbor- 
hoods which are chiefly occupied by colored people, and where I 
imagine a large proportion of the trade must be of colored people, 
and I know there are saloons which cater to both white and colored 
in different sections of the city. I must say also, if you will allow me, 
that we believe one result of our propositions will be to cut out saloons 
in residence neighborhoods of all sorts, and we believe in general that 
saloons ought to be in the business quarters rather than in the resi- 
dence districts. 

Senator Carter. Do the saloons in the residence districts cause 
your police more trouble than those conducted in the business 
district? 

Commissioner Macfarland. I think that is unquestionably so. 

Senator Carter. What do you say with reference to the propriety 
of requiring that the license be paid half yearly in advance ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. That we have not considered. 

Senator Carter. How do you collect the license under existing 
law? 

Commissioner Macfarland. It is collected annually. 

Senator Carter. By the month in advance ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. At the time the license is issued. 

Senator Carter. The entire year's license is paid in advance? 

Commissioner Macfarland. As I understand it. 

Senator Carter. The existing law requires the license for the 
entire year to be paid in advance? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Yes. 

Senator Scott. Now, Mr. Commissioner, we all know, of course, 
you stand for good order and good morals, and everything else that 
is good in this District. Now, do you not think if you would draw a 
bin on the hne that you suggest, making the retail license, say, 
$2,500, and the wholesale license $1,500, and that if you would pro- 
hibit, as you have now, seHing on Sundays and certain other days, 
and also put the civil liability onto the property owner, making him 
responsible for his tenant, and at the same time provide in the biD, 
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that forfeiture of the license would result from the allowing of any 
female to visit a saloon, do you not think that would be a long step 
in the direction of prohibition or temperance? 

Commissioner Macfabland. Undoubtedly it would. 

Senator Scott. Could you draw a bill, do you think, on that line 
that would stand the test ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. The corporation counsel can draw 
such a. bill, undoubtedly. 

Senator Martin. What about keeping open all night? Is there 
any restriction on that? 

Commissioner Macfarland. The saloons are closed from mid- 
night to 4 o'clock in the morning. 
' The Chairman. The laboring man is working but eight hours, but 
the saloon keeper can work twenty; is not that the situation? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Practically; yes, sir. 

Senator Scott. Suppose that they should close at 11 o'clock and 
be compelled to remain closed until 6.30 in the morning? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Personally, I should favor that, but I 
am not authorized to speak for the Commissioners. 

Senator Carter. They should be closed from 11 p. m. until 6 a. m. 

Senator Martin. What about minors? Is there any law here 
about minors ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Yes. Of course we have not referred 
here to any feature of excise law that we approve. We are only 
proposing changes to be made. 

Senator Long. State whether the refusal or omission of the Com- 
missioners to recommend a bill providing for absolute prohibition in 
the District is on account of the public sentiment in the District not 
being in favor of such legislation, or on account of inability of 
enforcement of such law in the District. 

Commissioner Macfarland. We would not admit that any law 
could not be enforced in the District of Columbia. On the contrary, 
we believe that any law can be enforced in the District of Columbia, 
any law that Congress would enact. 

Senator Long. Including a law providing for absolute prohibition? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Including a law providing for abso- 
lute prohibition or anything else. 

Senator Long. Then it was because you think the sentiment of 
the people of the District of Columbia is not in favor of prohibition ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. We are quite sure from all of the 
evidence coining to us that the sentiment of what might be called 
the general population of the District of Columbia, leaving out the 
advocates of prohibition on one side and the advocates of the "let 
alone'' theory on the other side, and including especially the great 
body of our business men — and by that I do not mean men who 
have any connection whatever with the liquor business — that the 
sentiment is not ripe, whatever it may be in the future if conditions 
should change, is not ripe now to favor absolute prohibition in the 
District of Columbia. But I do beheve that it is ripe to support 
such propositions as we have presented, and on that we have infor- 
mation from many quarters. 

Senator Carter, to what extent is the police court business of the 
city traceable? to the influence of the liquor traflSc ? 
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Commissioner Macfarland. I am not able to give perc^itages, 
Senator, but Judge Kimball, of the police court, has stated that a 
very large percentage of the business of that court is traceable to 
indulgence in intoxicating liquors. The superintendent of the police 
department has stated that unofficially, and the records of arrests, 
show the results directly and indirectly from the indulgence in intoxi- 
cating liquors. 

The Chairman. That is imiversally conceded, is it not, Mr. Com- 
missioner? 

Commissioner Macfarland. I suppose so. 

The Chairman. That the use of mtoxicating liquors is the chief 
cause of crime? 

Commissioner Macfarland. It has been so stated by the judge of 
the police court and bv the warden of the jail, and by evervone else 
who has to deal with the criminal classes of the District of Columbia. 

Senator Carter. My question was propounded because of the hope 
that you had some record which would disclose the fact. 

The Chairman. I think the report of the warden of the jail would 
shgw that he attributes the use of intoxicating liquors as the cause 
for most of the crime that results in incarceration in penal institutions. 

Commissioner Macfarland. Yes; he has stated publicly that that 
is the case, as I recall. The record of arrests, which I will put in the 
record, will show some facts. 

Senator Burkett. Have you got there the comparison of day and 
night? 

Commissioner Macfarland. No. 

Senator Burkett. Can you have a statement made of the numb^ 
of arrests made at night and also in the day, as resulting from thd^ 
saloon? 

Commissioner Macfarland. I will. I will have it put in as the 
arrests are made. Of course there are certain arrests for drunkenness 
and certain arrests for disorderly conduct. 

Senator Burkett. That is what I was referring to» Now, do your 
business houses generally close here in the evening at 6 or 7 o'clock? 

Commissioner Macfarland. As a rule. 

Senator Carter. I would like to have you incorporate in the record 
such figures as you may have available or can collate on the subject. 

Commissioner Macfarland. I will be very glad to do so. " At this 
point I will leave with the committee the last annual report of the 
major and superintendent of the Metropolitan Police force of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia for 1907. 

The Chairman. Those you oan prepare at your convenience and 
submit them in a day or two. 

Senator Burkett. Have you got anything in the statute prevent- 
ing the sale of liquor to habitual drunkards ? 

Commissioner Macfarland. Section6 of the excise lawscovers that. 

The Chairman. The bill that is under consideration was prepared 
by the chairman of the committee and by the Anti-Saloon League of 
the District of Columbia, and I presume there is some gentleman rep^ 
resenting that league who will now address himself to the provisions 
of the bill. The chair will suggest that this is a busy time for all 
Senators, and it is now 11 o^clock. The Senate convenes at 12 noon, 
and we will have to be as brief as possible. 



INTOXICATING LIQUORS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 27 

STATEMENT OF T. M. HA&E, SITPERIiTTENDENT OF THE ANTI- 
SALOON LEAGITE FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Har£. Mr. Chirman and gentlemen, our organization has not 
cared to be heard at length in this matter, believing that the provioions 
as set forth in this bill carry upon their face so much common sense 
that they do not need to be advocated to this body of men, and yet it 
may be necessary that a few explanations should be made as to why 
tMs legislation is being sought at this time. 

Mr. Albert E. Shoemaker for tlurteen years has been the attorney 
for our organization in this city, and the principal duties which he has 
performed within that period have been to appear before the excise 
board and to try as best within his power to secure the proper enforce- 
ment of the excise laws as they now exist. I think he can in a short 
period bring this matter so clearly before the committee and explaifi 
so tersely the necessity for the changes in the present law that no fur 
ther hearings upon our part will be necessary. 

Senator Long. I would like to ask you a question. Do you favor 
this bill rather than a bill providing for absolute prohibition? 

Mr. Hare. No, sir. We are for prohibition as a matter of course, 
but the policjr of the Antisaloon League is to get all it can, and then 
keep on until it gets all it wants, and while we beUeve that prohibition 
would be the desirable thing, yet we have thought, from the recommen- 
dation of the Commissioners and the attitude of many of the business 
men of the city, that probably prohibition was not at this time possi- 
ble; and so we are trying to make the best of conditions as they 
exist, while we will continue to build up a sentiment that will eventu- 
ally secure prohibition. 

Senator Scott. You would rather have pubUc sentiment back of 
your movement, so that you can make a success of it? 

Mr. Hare. I odieve that absolutely essential. 

Senator Johnston. You heard the Commissioner read his recom- 
mendations? 

Mr. Hare. Yes, sir. 

Senatoi: Johnston. Do you object to any of those? 

Mr. Hare. Excepting the license fee, which I beUeve, of course, is 
detrimental to the final solution of the problem. 

Senator Johnston. You object to the high hcense? 

Mr. Hare. Yes, sir. 

Senator Long. Do you object to increasing the present license fee ? 

Mr. Hare. We believe the higher you put the license the more 
difficult it is to remove the saloon eventually. You understand, of 
course, that our organization is seeking for the solution of this prob- 
lem, which we believe to be absolute prohibition. 

The Chairman. You object as an organization to a licensed traffic 
ataU? 

Mr. Hare. Yes, sir. We take a stand against the license system. 

Senator Burkett. You have it in your bill? 

Mr. Hare. I would like to explain, as Mr. Shoemaker will, that the 
present excise law of the District is fragmentary. It consists of sec- 
tions that have been passed year after year and year after year, and 
in this bill we have sought to bring the excise laws as they now exist 
into concord, connected with each other, and have simply copied in 
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this bill the entire excise law with the changes which we desire. 
That is why high license gets into this bill. 

Senator Long. Do you change the present license at all ? 

Mr. Harje. No, sir. The hcense fee as it is here is an exact repro- 
duction of the excise law as it is now. 

Senator Johnston. Do you object to the high license recommended 
by the Commissioner because you think that would tend to abet the 
evils of drink ? 

Mr. Hare. Our experience has not led us to that, Senator. We 
believe that the burden of the high license is not upon the saloon 
keeper, but upon the patron, and that you are really increasing the 
burden in the last analysis upon the women and cliildren. A man 
with appetite will continue to drink. He will have to pay a higher 
price, and probably for an inferior variety, and the result is it has 
worse influence upon him, and will subtract more from the support of 
his family. 

Senator Carter. Are there any features in this bill that you rec- 
ommend, preventing women visiting the saloon ? 

Mr. Hare. Yes, sir. We prohibit that absolutely. We cut out 
wine rooms and everything of that kind. 

Senator Carter. When was the organization of which you are 
superintendent organized ? 

Mr. Hare. About fifteen years ago. 

Senator Carter. What is its present membership ? 

Mr. Hare. It is composed of the entire church body. 

Senator Carter. And in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Hare. In the District of Columbia practically eveiy church 
in the city is affiKated. We have no memoership, but we get our 
authority from the churches. 

STATEMENT OF ALBERT E. SHOEMAKER. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, the present excise law of this 
District was enacted in 1893. The law was originallv prepared in 
the interest of the liquor fraternity, and amended on the floor of the 
Senate largely through the efforts, I believe, of the chairman of this 
committee, and others, in the interest of the people, as best it could 
be done imder the circumstances, and since then the law has been 
amended several times by Congress. It has been interpreted by 
diflFerent corporation coimsels in diflFerent ways, and the courts have 
further interpreted it, so that the law as it now stands is inconsistent 
in many respects and cumbersome and troublesome. The first 
important amendment was what is known as the ^^Babcock amend- 
ment," which provided that the 400-foot rule should not apply to 
estabUshed saloons or other liquor estabhshments. 

The first provision of the bill before the committee provides for a 
new excise board. We want to say at the outset that the members 
of the present excise board agree to this proposed change. 

Senator Long. How many members are there at present? 

Mr. Shoemaker. There are four members of the excise board — a 
very cumbersome body. This , excise board was created when a 
permanent board of assistant assessors was created — I have forgotten 
the year. Five assistant assessors were appointed, three of whom 
should be assessors of real estate, and they, witn the assessor, constitute 
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and compose the excise board. And then the law goes on to provide 
for other boards, and states that *^the assessor shall be ex officio 
chairman of the several boards aforesaid/' including the excise board. 
So we have a board of four members, a cumbersome one, the assessor 
also having the duty to pass upon the consent signatures of the 
owners of real estate to applications for license, and he also has the 
function of actually issuing the license after it has been passed upon 
by the excise board. 

Now, the bill provides that the excise board shall be composed of the 
judge of the juvenile court, the health officer, and an inspector of 
police, designated by the Commissioners. We are not much con- 
cerned about how the excise board shall be made up, but the officials 
named in the bill seem to be the best possible selections. We assume 
that Congress would not provide a board with salaries outside of the 
officials of the District of Columbia. 

Senator Burkett. Is the health officer, or the judge of the juvenile 
court, or any of these officers that you name, life officers? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think not, sir. Another reason why we ask 
this change is that the gentlemen composing the excise board have 
abundant duties in assessing real estate. They are busy. Their 
business is to raise revenue for the District of Columbia. They 
assess the real estate, and upon their assessment the taxes are raised., 
and that is one reason that we think they ought to be relieved from 
this responsibility in excise matters. 

Senator liONO. None of the present officers constituting the excise 
board would be on the board under the proposed bill ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir. There would be an entire change. 
The officials mentioned in this provision are men who have largely 
to do with the morals and health and good order of the citizens of 
the District, and it seems to me but natural that they should have 
charge of excise matters. 

The bill further provides for an increase in the salary of the clerks 
of the board. We assume that if this bill should become a law there 
would be an increased amount of work thrown upon the clerk. Ap- 
plicants for wholesale licenses are required to secure the written* 
consent of housekeepers and real estate owners, the same as in the 
case of bar-room license. Now, w^holesale licenses are scattered 
through the residential sections of the city in connection with grocery 
stores mostly, and no consent is required from owners and residents, 
and they are just as objectionable to many people as is a bar room. 
At present clubs do not require consent oi owners and residents. 
They can locate anywhere in the District, and nobody is asked to 
consent, except the excise board. 

The ^^ consent territory'' provided for in the bill is very similar 
t6 the recommendation of the Commissioners along the same line. 
There is one difference, however; the Commissioners' recommenda- 
tion may be preferable. I might illustrate by this little diagram, 
if the gentlemen can see it. That [indicating] represents blocks or 
squares in the city. Assume that [indicating] to be a saloon or pro- 
posed saloon. Under the Commissioners' recommendation the con- 
sent would be necessary around that entire block [indicating], around 
this block [indicating], around this block [indicating!, around this 
block [indicating], and around this block [indicating]— five blocks. 
However, it leaves out the diagonal block. This bifl ^ro^dfe^ ^ksai^ 
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the consent shall be from this block [indicating] in which the place 
is located, and the three nearest located blocks to the {)roposed place, 
which would take in these three blocks here [indicatingjy takmg in 
the diagonal block as weU as these two others. But the recommeii- 
dation of the Commissioners takes in one more block. 

It will be urged before the committee that we have local option in 
the District of Columbia now. If this [indicating] were a proposed 
barroom, the consent would be necessary of this side [inoicating], 
the owners and residents being taken separately; on this side [indi- 
cating], the owners and residents being taKen separately. If the place 
-were on the corner here [indicating] and with an entrance on the eor- 
. ner or an entrance on both streets, the consent would be necessary 
from both streets. 

Now, if that place happened to be on a corner and the required 
consent on one street can not be secured, the practice is to close up 
the entrance on the corner or on the street wliich is adverse to the 
saloon and open up only on the other street. So that folks who have 
protested against a license on the corner under those conditions have 
no weight whatever in securing the rejection of the application; I 
mean no legal weight. Under the law if it is desired to get rid of a 
license you must get these same parties to protest against its renewal ; 
and that is practically impossible. We have been able to close up 
but one saloon in fourteen years under the operation of that particular 
part of the act. It is practically inoperative; impracticable. 

I may take this instance. On one side the saloon keeper may own 
the entire block frontage or the brewery which backs the saloon may 
own it. It may be vacant ground with the exception of the saloon 
property on the corner. On the other side of the street it may be 
possible that the owners and residents all protest against a renewal 
of the license, but because the majority of owners and residents can 
not be secured on the opposite side of the street the license remains. 

Outside of the city of Washington the consent space is changed 
from 250 feet of the street or road on either side of the premises to 
1,000 feet. I have an instance now in mind where property was 
' bought up in the country on either side of the premises of the saloon. 
It was bought up by a brewer, and he absolutely controUed the situ- 
ation, although the people in the immediate surroundings were and 
are opposed to the saloon. 

Senator Long. What effect would this bill, if enacted, have upon 
the number of saloons in the District of Columbia, in your opinion? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I am frank to say it would reduce the saloons 
more than one-half. 

Senator Carter. In what parts of the city would the reductions 
occur, according to your view? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Largely in the residential part. 

Senator Long. Would it reducfe the number of saloons as much as 
the proposed amendments of the Commissioners would? 

Mj. Shoemaker. Yes, I think to a greater extent. At present a 
wholesale Uquor license authorizes the sale of liquor in quantities not 
less than 1 gallon, while under the present law a wholesale dealer 
may sell in quantities not less than 1 pint, which is ridiculously 
small for a wholesaler. 

Makers, brewers, and distillers of intoxicating liquors are required 
to secure a wholesale license, and agents of makers, brewers, and dis- 
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tillers established outside of the District of Columbia and selling their 

EFoduct in said District are also reauired to take out a wholesale 
cense. Now they are required to take out a Ucense from the asses- 
sor at $250 per annum. It is purely a ministerial act on the part of 
the assessor. * 

The bill requires clubs to be bona fide and the sale of liquor to be 
incidental to the club life and not a prime source of revenue, all the 
members to be on equal footing, witn equal privileges and responsi- 
bibties. Under the present law many clubs are operated simply 
as business concerns. They have two memberships — one in wmch 
the ownership rests; the other is the drinking part of the club, I 
may say. That is, the members who pay a dollar a year, in some 
instances less than that, for the privilege of drinking, especially on 
Sunday. The clubs remain open until 2 o'clock in the morning, and 
all day Sunday. That class of clubs we should like to eUminate^ 
if possible. 

Under the bill the excise board is given absolute discretion to 
refuse a license for any purpose. Under the present law the board has 
no discretion in the case of hotels with 25 bedrooms. That is shown 
in a recent decision of the court of appeals of the District, in a case 
where the excise board refused to grant a renewal license to a certain 
hotel which had been reported adversely by the police. The case 
was taken to the court of appeals finally, ana the court decided that . 
the board had no discretion and must grant the hcense. I think 
the court was right. I think the law should be changed to meet 
such conditions. 

All applicants for license are required to secure the consent of 
property owners and residents every year, while under the present 
Jaw securing them once is sufficient for all time. Many saloons are 
running under consents secured and filed fourteen years ago, and 
during that time great changes have taken place. Property has 
chained hands and people have moved away. When a saloon is 
located^ a certain class of people move out of the neighborhood and 
a certain other class move in. The saloon keeper is bright enough 
to intrench himself. Nobody blames him for it. If he has property 
he will divide it up, so as to increase the number of owners. Bfe 
makes friends and intrenches himself, so that it is practically impos- 
sible to remove him. 

The time for selling liquors is confined between the hours of 7 
o^clock in the morning and 7 o'clock in the evening. I understand 
this provision prevails now in the city of Lincoln, Nebr., known as 
the *^ daylight provision. No sales anywhere on Sundays and legal 
holidays, except in the case of clubs, which may sell on legal hoUdays. 
The most of the illegal selling of liquor on Sundays here is confined to 
the hotels, and it seems impossible for the police to stop it. I think 
they have made earnest enorts to stop it, and yet it is practically 
impossible, it does seem. Because of the privilege the hotels have 
it is easy to evade the law. 

In the case of barrooms the sale of liquors is confined to the room in 
which the bar is located. All screens to be removed and the interior of 
bars to be open to full view from the street, except in the case of hotels 
and chibs. Under the present law there is no prohibition against 
screens, and the sale of liquor may be carried on anywhere on the 
premises, which privilege makes possible beer gardens and i^riv«»t^ 
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drinking rooms for men and women. I want to say to the committee 
that these private drinking rooms have increased to an alarming extent 
during the last two or three years. 

The bill provides for the punishment of the minor who falsely rep- 
resents his age in order to secure Uquor. There is no such provision 
under the present law. Such a provision was recommended by the 
Commissioners some years ago. 

The excise board is prohibited from allowing the transfer of the 
license of any person against whom there majr be pending in the courts 
or before the excise board charges of keeping a disorderly house or 
violating the excise laws or laws against gambUng in the District of 
Columbia. 

The bill provides for more stringent regulations governing the 
sale of Uc^uor by druggists. It also provides severer penalties for 
the violation of the law by druggists. The bill also provides for 
punishment of physicians who violate the law in giving prescrip- 
tions for intoxicating Uquors. There is no provision for the punisn- 
ment of physicians imder the present law. 

I know one case where a pnysician makes a practice of selhng 
prescriptions for 25 cents each. He has them all ready and hands 
them out when called for. There is no law to reach it. He has 
regular customers for the prescriptions. 

The bill makes clearer the power of the excise board to revoke a 
license if the Ucensee has been twice convicted of violating the law 
or once convicted of keeping a disorderly house. We much prefer 
the Commissioners^ recommendation as to the former revocation 
upon one conviction. We left the law as it is. The bill also pro- 
vides that the place shall not be reUcensed for a period of three years 
from the date of the revocation of the license. That is a punishment 
of the property holder along the Une suggested by Senator Carter, 
I believe. 

The bill provides that no Ucense shall be issued within 1,000 feet of a 
house of reUgious worship, or pubUc schoolhouse, or private school, 
pubUc park or pubUc playground, or opposite any Government Reser- 
vation. It also provides that no hotel shall be licensed that has less 
than 50 bedrooms. The present law prohibits the issuance of a 
Ucense within 400 feet of public schoolhouse, private school, or house of 

EubUc reUgious worship, but is not made to apply to places that were 
censed prior to March 3, 1893, or to places that were licensed prior 
to the erection of the pubUc schoolhouse, private school, or house of 
reUgious worship. Under the present law a hotel must have at least 25 
bedrooms for guests. 

The Commissioners recommend against hotels which spring up 
primarily for the purpose of selUng Uquor, and which would not and 
could not do business at all imless they had a license to sell Uquor. 

The biU prohibits the playing of games in rooms adjoining or com- 
municating with barrooms, and also prohibits the playing of music or 
theatricals or other amusements, except in the case of hotels and clubs. 
All chairs and tables for the use of patrons and mirrors and pictures 
are prohibited in barrooms. Only one entrance to said barroom from 
the street. These are all new provisions. 

The bill provides that the seUing of Uquors to be carried away in 
buckets, pitchers, or other vessels, except in sealed bottles or original 
packages, is prohibited. 
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In coimection with sales to minors, I want to say that we have no 
practical law to enforce against sales to iliinors; that is, a law which 
can be executed, since the opinion handed down by the court of 
appeals some two or three years ago. There are two sections in the 
present law providing against sales to minors — one pimishable as 
other offenses are punishable, under which the pohce court prose- 
cuted up to the decision of the court referred to. There is another 
section of the law, later on, which provides that if a saloon keeper 
knowingly sells he shall on conviction be pimished by some severe 
penalty, and the court construed these two sections together, and 
now it is necessary to allege and to prove that the licensee knowingly 
sold to a minor, which is a very difficult thing to do under the cir- 
cumstances. I believe there have been scarcely any convictions 
imder the minor law since that decision. A case was thrown out 
of court a few days ago. A girl had been taken out of a resort. 
She was 16 or 17 years of age. The police tried to convict, but were 
imable to do so. 

The bill contains a local-option section which provides that the 
owners of real estate and resident housekeepers in any number of city 
squares compactly located in the city of Washington, or in any well- 
defiHed district outside of the city oi Washington, may petition that 
no license be granted for the manufacture and sale of liquor in said 
district; and if a majority therein shall thus petition the licenses 
therein existing at the time shall be revoked, and no license may be 
again granted m said district for three years or until a majority of the 
owners and residents shall petition that license be granted in said 
district. The bill provides for proper machinery to carry into effect 
the above provisions. This is an entirely new feature. 

The district referred to is an elastic district. It is left to the 
people. It is especially beneficial to the residential parts of the Dis- 
trict. They may speak for or against saloons by petition without 
requiring any election machinery. It is a clear local-option provision, 
by whicn the people in any section of the city can say whether or not 
they want saloons or wholesale liquor establishments. It is not a 
new provision. It has been in operation in some of the States for 
some time. It is in operation in Columbus, Ohio, and operates very 
eflfectively. It does away with the expense of election machinery. 
The people can at any time file the petition, and it operates as prom- 
bition for that section for three years. 

The bill gives the excise board power to subpoena witnesses. There 
is no such provision under the present law. Also the attorney for the 
District of Columbia, or any of his assistants, is given the power to 
swear witnesses. This is also a new provision. 

The bill provides for a search and seizure proceeding. There is no 
such provision under the present law. 

The bill contains certain provisions which are not found in the 
present law relating to the oetter enforcement of the excise laws; 
that is, making it easier to convict for violations. 

The issuance of a United States internal-revenue tax receipt or 
certificate is made prima facie evidence of selling intoxicating liquor^. 

I will not take up any more of the time of the committee. 

Senator IjONg. Your organization has been favoring absolute pro- 
hibition in the District ? 

43506—08 3 
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Pt Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. The lea^e went into conference with 
other orgi^nizations on pronosed antiUquor legislation, and as the bill 
was in, we favor it and have done what we could to advance its 
interests. 

Senator Long. But you now are pressing for this bill, I understaxid? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes; for this bill. The prohibition bill was not 
introduced in the Capitol, and it did not seem practicable to get 
hearings upon it, and we felt under the circumstances it was our duty 
to press for the passage of this bill, as present conditions demand 9^ 
change at once. 

STATEMENT OF MR. LOUIS P. SHOEMAKER. 

The Chairman. Does any gentleman present desire to be heard in 
opposition to the bill ? 

Mr. Hugh F. Harvey (secretary Washington Mercantile Associa- 
tion). Mr. L. P. Shoemaker desires to speak. 

Mr. Louis P. Shoemaker appeared before the committee. 

The Chairman. Do you come in a personal capacity, or as repre- 
senting some organization ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I was just going to state, Mr. Chairman and gen- 
tlemen of the committee, that I am here purely in my personal 
capacity. 

Senator Long. Where do you reside ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. In the District of Columbia. I was bom here. 

Senator Long. What is your business ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I am in the real-estate business at 612 Fourteenth 
street. I was born in the District, and my father and grandfather 
before me, and their early progenitors came here years before Wash- 
ington was laid out as a city. Consequently I am competent to 
observe some of the conditions that exist. 

I do not represent anyone who is the owner of property used in 
connection with the sale of Uquor. I do not own any property in 
the District myself nor do I rent any property to anyone who con- 
ducts a restaurant business or sells Uquor therein. 

I was much gratified to hear the statement which our worthy Com- 
missioner has made here — a man in whose judgment and integrity 
we have great confidence — to the effect that he had been unable to 
observe a sentiment in the District in favor of local option. 

Senator Long. In favor of local option? 

The Chairman. I think you are mistaken about that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I should have said prohibition. I indorse that 
opinion. We have a chamber of commerce and a board of trade and 
a business men's association and various citizens' associations 
throughout the District, which are supposed to express — and I 
believe they do express — the sentiment of the people to a very great 
extent, and yet I have failed to note that any of those organizations 
has advocated the bill now before the committee. 

I really think, when I look over the bill and find it contains 27 
pages, that, practically speaking, it might be considered as being 27 
pages too long, because a very brief 

The Chairman. On the other hand has any one of these organiza- 
tions — I think you have 31 in the District — acted adversely on this 
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bill? Have they taken it up and considered it and made any recom- 
mendations ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No. But our organizations are very keen to 
take an interest in public affairs, and if they were in favor of this bill 
they would certainly have sent in resojutions to that effect. 

The Chairman. I observe that such organizations usually resolve 
against measures, not for them, judging from the communicatio^gi 
ttiat come to me as chairman of the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. E. W. Oyster (of the Petworth Citizens' Association). I desire 
to say that I live in the prohibition district, being within the 1-mile 
limit of the Soldiers' Home. My association unanimously indorsed 
this bill and last evening instructed the president of our association 
to come here and say so. He designated me to represent the asso- 
ciation in favor of the bill. 

The Chairman. You piay proceed, Mr. Shoemaker. 

Mr. Shoemaker. That mav be so. It is the only association J 
know of that has done so, and of course it is perfectly proper that the 
organization should do so if it cares to take that action. 

With reference to tliis bill I started to say a word about its length. 
It seems to me it will result, if it is passed, in prohibition in the Dis- 
trict of Colmnbia. I do not believe that its provisions, practically 
speaking, can be complied with, and therefore it might be better to 
have it much shorter and declare for absolute prohibition in the 
District. 

I only wish to say to you gentlemen that as an observer and as a 
taxpayer I believe the majority of our people are in favor of existing 
conditions, and I hope before you pass upon this or any other bill 

Senator Long. You want no modification of existing law in relation 
to the sale of liquor? 

Mr. Shoemaker. No, sir. 

Senator Long. You think it is perfect so far as the District is con- 
cerned ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I doubt if anything we have in this world is 
perfect. 

I hope before you pass upon this or any other bill which seeks to 
modify existing conditions you will consider carefully the existing 
legislation upon which the liquor traffic is conducted. 

The Chairman. Axe you not in favor of reducing the number of 
drinking places in the District of Columbia ? % 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think our excise board has done that very 
judiciously. I am prepared to say to you now, that, in my judgment, 
the condition surrounding the liquor traffic in the District oi Columbia 
is eminently better than it was ten years ago; that under the direction 
of the Commissioners and through the excise board the places are 
better kept; thay are in the hands of a better class of men, and I 
beUeve that better material is sold therein. The whole business has 
been elevated, and, in my judgment, it is being elevated every year. 

Senator Carter. It is being improved imder the inspection of 
Doctor Wiley. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Perhaps so. With reference to the Sunday law, 
I indorse all that Commissioner Macfarland has said. I do not 
beUeve there is a place in the city of Washington where Uquor is sold 
at a bar where a man can go on Sxmday and get a drink. So strict 
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is the observance of the law I do not beUeve the law is violated at all, 
I noticed when a portion of the existing law was read that Senator 
Carter seemed to appreciate the fact that that provision which was 
read was a very good one, and I beUeve if you gentlemen, as you 
tmdoubtedly will, will read the existing law you will arrive at the 
conclusion that that law is a very good measure. With the condi- 
tions which surroimd us, I think it is very satisfactory. 

The Chairman. Do you think saloons should be kept open in the 
District of Columbia twenty hours out of twenty-four? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I have no objection to it. 

The Chairman. Why not twenty-four hours? 

Mr. Shoemaker. You mean all night? 

The Chairman . • Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I should not approve of that. It is not allowed 
at the present time. 

The Chairman. You think the saloons ought to be open twenty 
hours out of the twenty-four? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir; I do not think I would change existing 
conditions in that respect. 

Senator Burkett. Do you think the burden of proof ought all the 
time to be on the people, as it is now, instead of on the saloons, and 
do you mean to say that a majority of the people of the District want 
it that way? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I state that as my personal opinion. 

Senator Burkett. So when a saloon once gets started it never 
has to take the sentiment of the commimity as to whether they want 
a saloon there or not, but it stays there imtU the people go out and 
through their eflForts protest against it? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think the people generally are satisfied with 
present conditions. 

Senator Burkett. You think when the law is such that you can 
not convict a saloon keeper of selling to a minor, it is the sentiment 
of the people of the District that that law should not be changed? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I think that is the law. 

Senator Burkett. I have a higher opinion of the people of this 
District than you have. 

Mr. Shoemaker. There is another thing which you gentlemen 
should take into consideration. Of course Congress has exclusive 
jurisdiction over the District, but I do not believe any legislature 
anywhere or even a common council would undertake to pass upon a 
question like this, which aflFects the personal liberties of the people, 
without first ascertaining what the pubHc sentiment is. It seems to 
me, in view of the inabiuty to obtam by a vote any knowledge as to 
what the pubHc sentiment is, it would be very well to let the question 
stand exactly as it is, at least for the present. 

I thank you gentlemen. 

The Chairman. Is there any other gentlemen who desires to be 
heard in opposition to the bill ? 

Mr. Harvey. Representatives of the labor people, the Personal 
Liberty League, the German societies, and the Washington Mercantile 
Association desire to be heard. I do not think you can hear them all 
in twenty minutes. 

The Chairman. Let us hear one of them. 

Mr. Harvey. I suggest that the labor people be heard. 
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Senator Long. Mr. Harvey, whom do you represent? 

Mr. Harvey. The Washington Mercantile Association, embracing 
the entire liquor interests of the District of Columbia. 

Senator Long. Do you live in the District? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir; and am actually engaged in the business — 
the retail business. 

Senator Long. The retail business? 

Mr. Harvey. The retail business. 

Senator Long. Is the Washington Mercantile Association an 
organization of liquor dealers? 

Mr. Harvey. It represents all^-hotels, bottlers, retailers, whole- 
salers, jobbers, and brewers — in the District of Columbia. 

STATEMENT OF ME. SAM DE NEDEEY, EDITOR THE TRADES :^ 
UNIONIST, AND SECEETAEY OF THE CENTRAL LABOR UNION ^ 

OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. De Nedrey. Mr. Chairman and Senators, I wish to call atten- 
tion to the statement made by the chairman of the committee regard- 
ing communications received. Recently I sent a conmiunication to 
him as chairman of the committee in which I inclosed resolutions 
adopted by the central body, expressing the opinion q.nd desires of 
at least 95 per cent of the organized labor of the District. 

Senator Long. What do you mean by the '^ central body?" 

Mr. De Nedrey. It is rather the senate of the labor organizations . 
of the District of Columbia, wherein five delegates meet at stated 
periods to transact business; a clearing house for the 25,000 mem- 
bership that we have in the District. It is as a representative of 
that body that I am here to-day. 

We believe that the bill as proposed by the chairman of the com- 
mittee (Mr. GalUnger) is unnecessary; that it would be better to 
have a prohibition measure in its entirety. 

The effect of this bill becoming a law would be to place at least 
3,000 people outside of the reach of a daily wage. In other words, 
I mean to say that should the bill pass and become a law it will dis- 
place some 3,000 people who are working now. 

The statement was made the other day at a hearing on the other 
end of the Capitol 

Senator Long. Do you mean who are now employed in conducting 
the Uquor business ? p- j 

Mr. De Nedrey. I am speaking of the manufacture and sale of 
the. article — the bartender, the brewery worker, the bottler, the 
driver, the glass blower, and those who are engaged in the manufac- 
ture and delivery of the article. By the way, the bartenders work 
onlv eight hours a day. They have two shifts. 

Senator Long. Are there any members of your organization out 
of employment? 

Mr. De Nedrey. There are always a certain number of men out 
of employment in all organizations, or whether the men are organized 
or not. In the organization of which I am a member we have per- 
haps the year round from 100 to 300. 

Senator Long. Are there any more out of employment now than 
there were a year ago ? 
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Mr. De Nedrey. Not in the particular' trades I have mentioned ; 
those that have an affiliation with the liquor traffic. 

The Chairman. The trade flourishes, then, even when we have 
fi.nancial panics ? 

" Mr. De Nedrey. I do not think so; not so much. I think the 
plants are maintained the year round. Ice must be manufactured 
the year round whether the laboring man, in whose welfare some of 
our people are so much interested, works or not. If he has not the 

Srice of a glass of beer or a drink of whisky — as a rule his credit is 
ad at the saloon, and he has never enough on h^nd to have some- 
thing stored away in the cellar. 

I wish to state the result of my experience and observation, esj)e- 
cially in the last year, or since a measure of this kind was introduced 
into the House of Representatives by a Mr. Webber, of Ohio. I have 
encountered those who believe in absolute prohibition, those who 
beUeve in a stringent local option law, and those who advocate this 
bill. There are. great diflFerences of opinion. The Jonadabs have 
been referred to. There was a difference of opinion there. Fearing 
that I might be wrong, I have earnestly and seriously endeavored to 
locate myself on this question, and I have no reason to change my 
mind, that a change from the existing law, whether it be for prohi- 
bition or whether it be for a more drastic law than the present one, 
such as is proposed by your bill, would not be of benefit to the resi- 
dents of the District of Columbia. 

The Chairman. I notice that a Mr. McCarty, representing the labor 
unions, appeared before the committee of the House. 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. I notice that he testified that 32,000,000 drinks a 
year were passed over the bars of the District of Columbia. Save 
you any statistics on that point ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Mr. McCartjr is present. But I will say for him 
if he does not have the opportunity to say it, that he spoke of visitors 
instead of drinks, and I presume he was pretty nearly correct — that 
the number of people who in a year would enter places where liauor is 
sold is fully that many ; whether they take a cfrink or not, I ao not 
know. For a considerable time past I have frequently been in a 
saloon — my business calling me especially to three different places. 
That would not apply in my case. 

Senator Long. W hat is your business ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I am a printer by trade and publish a labor paper 
in the District of Columbia, as well as being secretary of the Central 
Labor Union. 

The Chairman. You say that this bill — of course, that is an 
assumption; I presume you mean if we had absolute prohibition — 
would throw out of employment how many people — 3,000? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I figure about 5,000 people. Now, understand 
me. When I say that, I include those who are not organized. I 
include the people who work regardless of any affiliation with any 
labor organization or otherwise. I include from the porter clear 
through to the manufacturer, at least those who draw wages. I am 
not speaking of the boss brewer or the wholesaler or the retailer. I 
am referring to the mechanics and those who act as the agents or 
distributers to the consumer. 
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The Chairman. Have you taken the trouble to make any investi- 
gation, in view of the fact that the warden of the jail says that almost 
every inmate there is there because of the use of intoxicating liquors, 
to ascertain the fact as to how many people might be restored to 
honest citizenship and earn an honest living if they did not have this 
temptation before them ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I think the statement made by Wat-den Harris 
can be characterized as it was by the chairman of the committee 
a while ago — that it was very sweeping and would bear close investi- 
gation. It was so sweeping that I thought it was necessary to investi- 
gate it because of its sweeping character. That would carry with it 
tne fact that he certainly was m error. He did not speak of the petty 
cases especially, but he laid special stress upon capital cases in whicn 
the death penalty is imposed. 

The Chairman. If by restricting the liquor traffic we could mini- 
mize that class of cases, would it not be a considerable offset to the 
harm you see coming from this class of legislation ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. You mean 

The Chairman. The commission of great crimes. 

Ml*. De Nedrey. Take the hangings here for the last twelve years, 
'^hich is the way we punish in the District in capital cases, and I will 
venture to say that the greater percentage can not be laid to the door 
of men who committeed the crime by reason of the excessive use of 
intoxicants. 

The Chairman. However that may be, the testimony of the warden 
is against you on that point. You may proceed in your own way. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I want to say that the committee of 50, headed 
by Mr. Seth Low, were pretty well agreed on that proposition. 

Senator Long. What is the committee of 50? 

Mr. De Nedrey. A committee of 50 selected for the purpose of 
going into the matter of how best to regulate the saloons. 

I wish to say that it has been my experience that a drastic measure, 
even a prohibition measure, has not been so successful as those who 
pi'oposed the measure anticipated it would be. I regard this ais a 
measure which is practically prohibition itself. Mr. Commissiotier 
Macfarland said it would cut down the saloons to something like 
300 out of something about 500. The representative of the Anti- 
Saloon League said it would do more than that. I will venture the 
assertion that if we have 100, if this bill becomes a law, we will 
do pretty well ilnder the proposition as laid down. That will place 
at feftst 3,000 people on tne streets looking for employment; iand I 
doubt whether the aim sought would be accomplished. I think 
it would be best to retain the law as we have it now, which I under- 
stand is patterned in a measure after the Nebraska law, which is a 
ixlodel law. You have heard high tribute paid to the class of people 
who are 

Senator Burkett. You say that the present law is patterned after 
the Nebraska law? 

Mr. De Njedrey. Partially patterned after the Nebraska law. 

Senator Burkett. There is nothing in that law like it. If there 
is, I should Uke to have you point it out. 

/Mr. De Nedrey. I will state for the benefit of the Senator that I 
refer to the law which was a substitute for the proposed prohibition 
law in the State of Nebraska back there some twenty-oda Ye,«x^ ^<^ 
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when the Senator was a great deal younger and so was I^ We were 
both residents of the State. The law is this- 

Senator Burkett. The burden is all against the saloon keeper 
everywhere in Nebraska. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I was going to come to Senator Carter's propo- 
sition. If a saloon keeper is warned, and then with full knowledge 
sells to an habitual drunkard or to one who is unduly excessive in the 
use of intoxicants, and the partv is hurt or is injured, in or on the 
place, though he may have got the greatest part of his drink at some 
other place, and the man who nms me saloon, the owner of the place, 
is not worth the amoimt. of damages recovered, if suit is brought^ 
it falls to the property owner to make up the diflFerence. That is 
pretty drastic. There is a law in the State of Nebraska which makes 
it a misdemeanor for me to buy a drink for somebody else. But I 
never heard of a man being arrested and convicted or fined imder the 

Provisions of that law. I believe that is a fact. I believe Senatpr 
'hurston, as a former resident of Omaha, can bear that out. It was 
a question which was discussed openly and quite considerably in 
the newspapers. 

Aa we look at it, we have a well-paid class of labor in the District of 
Columbia. We desire to keep that labor so. I want to say that 
among these laborers are members of citizens' associations. Some 
of them are members and officers of churches. So they are not so 
wholly bad. 

The Chairman. Nobody has made any suggestion that the laboring 
men are not so good as any other class. 

Mr. De Nedrey. We are met in the first instance with a class of 
people, some of whom are not residents of the District of Columbia, 
who want to say to us, and would fike to have enacted into law, what 
it would be good for us to eat or drink. I suspect it will come to 
edibles some time, but it is drink now. 

We have the testimony of the Commissioner as to the fair condi- 
ditions of these places (the saloons), who even at this hearing has had 
high tribute paid to his character and integrity by one of the recog- 
nized business men of the District of Colunmia, to say nothing of the 
others of a lesser light who have come along. 

My experience has been that a Hcense proposition — even local 
option — is good. My experience has been that drastic laws in the 
nature of prohibition have failed. 

I wish to cite a fact, and let me say that when I do cite facts of this 
kind they are from my own experience. I have traveled extensively 
for the labor movement of this country. In the past year I made 
a special study in my own way of this very question to determine 
whether or not I am wrong in the stand I have taken, as I want to 
be put right. I have never found that prohibition prohibited in 
Kansas. I do not think the sun ever came up or went down on the 
State of Kansas or Iowa as a dry State. 

The Chairman. Then, if it does not prohibit, it would not throw 
out of employment these men about whom you are concerned? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I am speaking of conditions in the District of 
Columbia. I want t6 say it did not throw some of those people out of 
employment, because in one of my visits to Atchison, Kans., they were 
Jbooming a home industry. They had a brewery there. 

Senator Long. When was that? 
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Mr. De Nedrey. In 1904. 

Senator Long. You have not been there during the last year? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I have not been there during the last year. A 

freat deal of stress has been laid upon the fact that Kansas City, Kans., 
as been renovated. But, taking a street car and going across the 
Kaw River, you will find a saloon almost half as large as the Senate 
wing of the Capitol in which several bartenders dre busily engaged 
in serving the customers who come from the dry zone. 

Senator Long. It is dry at Kansas City. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I am not going to dispute you, but the Kansas City 
Record, published there, denies that fact and alleges that speakeasies 
flourish. The assistant attorney-general of that State has said that 
is a thing of the past. 

The Chairman. If the speakeasies flourish, these men get em- 
ployment. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I presume so, but not to the extent they would 
with the open barrooms. Besides, if we had the licensed saloons, we 
would not bring up a class of citizens who would have contempt for the 
law. I want to sav one thing more. 

Senator Long. You are in favor of the saloons? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir; I am in favor of the saloon when well 
regulated. Personally I want to say that I am not in favor of the 
liquor traffic as a whole, and would suggest that the best way to cor- 
rect the evil in this country, instead of selecting the District of Colum- 
bia, or Kansas, or Iowa, or Maine, or North Dakota, or any other 
State would be for the legislative power of this Government, if it could 
see its way 61ear, to pass a bill that the manufacture and sale and the 
giving away of intoxicants anywhere where the flag flies shall be a 
misdemeanor pimishable by twenty vears imprisonment. I would go 
on the stump for that kind of a bill. 

The Chairman. You know that you would be advocating a measure 
that could not be accomplished under the Constitution. 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir; but let us amend the Constitution. A 
great deal has been said about interstate commerce 

Senator Burkett. Let us stick to the District to-day. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I want to point out some of the things- 



Senator Long. Congress has ample power in the District. 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir; I regret to say it has. 

Senator Long. Oh! You regret it. 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes. I would rather the Congress of the United 
States would clothe me with the rights which I exercised when I Uved 
in Iowa and in Nebraska and part of the time in Kansas — allow me to 
go to the ballot box and there deposit my ticket representing my 
ideas of good government, rather than to compel me to appeal to Con- 
gress by petition and to appear before you as a committee, and take up 
your time, which you could devote to the constituencies you represent. 

The Chairman. How large a proportion of the people of the Dis- 
trict want suffrage ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I do not know. But under our form of govern- 
ment, whether or not I am the only one out of the three hundred and 
odd thousand here, I want it known that I desire the right to exer- 
cise the same rights of citizenship here that you exercise in the State 
of New Hampshire. 

The Chairman. It may surprise you, but the chairman of this 
committee agrees with you. 
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Mr. De Nedrey. I am glad to know it. 

The Chairman. But he finds very little support for that, view in 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I realize that fact. 

The Chairman. There is one question I want to ask you, Mr. De 
Nedrey. You are representing the labor interests, and you have 
been a very persistent and potential advocate of the eight-nour law. 
You have it m the District of Columbia perhaps to as great an extent 
as in any other community in the country. Do you think when the 
laboring man is prohibited from working beyond eight hours the 
saloon keepers ought to be allowed to keep the saloons open twenty 
hours a day as a temptation to him ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. 1 should say it would be for him to say for him- 
self. I deny anyone the right to say whether I shall take a drink 
after 7 o'clock at night or 11 o'clock if I have the price to buy it. 

The Chairman. You do not deny the right of Congress to limit the 
hours in which saloons shall be kept open in the Distnct of Columbia ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. It would be useless for me to do that, if Congresis 
in its wisdom saw fit to reduce it to 5 o'clock in the evening. 

The Chairman. I wanted your view of the case. You are repre- 
senting the laboring men of the District of Columbia, and you are 
doubtless engaged in promoting their welfare. I ask you that prac- 
tical question, and I want you to answer as representing the laboring 
interests of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I believe I have answered you. I intended tb 
be serious when I answered the question. , 

Senator Johnston. You did not understand the chairman. He is 
JElsking whether people employed in saloons should be kept at work 
eighteen or twenty nours a diay ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. They work on eight-hour shifts. If a saloon is 
opened in the morning it is generally opened by the proprietor or 
some one for him. The bartender works his trick of eight hours and 
goes off. 

The Chairman. Senator Johnston did hot quite understand me. 
What I did ask you was, you being active in the interest of the labor- 
ing men, insisting that they shall not work more than eight hours a 
day, whether you thought it a. wise thing to keep the saloons open 
twenty hours a day, as a temptation to the laboring man to spend 
his earnings. 

Mr. De Nedrey. Is it a temptation? I would not want to answer 
that. My experience with the working man has been that he is a 
prettv good. God-fearing man, who loves his family, and you do not 
find him around saloons wasting his time. Especially is that true 
in the District of Columbia. 

I have made a study of this in the last year. I went into the mat- 
ter for the purpose of seeing whether or not I was wrotig. 

Senator Burkett. Who do support the saloons ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. It is not all the men who toil. 

Senator Burkett. No. But we do know that the great proportion 
bf the men are the men who toil. 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes; and they are more and more 

Senator Burkett. If they do not support the saloons, who does? 

Mr. De Nedrey. The general public. You can not specify any 
class of people as being particularly favorable to the saloons. 
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Senator Burkett. What proportion of the general public are those 
who toil? 

Mr. De Nedrey. The greater percentage. 

Senator Burkett. What pei* cent? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Eighty per cent would be fair. 

Senator Burkett. Then you must admit that they support the 
saloons in the greater number? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I do not know so much law and I am not so 
mu<ih up in statesmanship and in diplomacy as you honorable Sen- 
ators, but I want to make my answers clear. Being in *the majority^ 
tliey naturally would be in the majority in the support of the'se 
places, and being in the majority, when they have expressed, as I 
stated a while ago, by a vote, the confidence of 25,000 people in the 
present law, I tmnk that resolution should have consideration. 

The chairman of the committee a while ago stated that he had a let- 
ter from the Jonadabs, with a membership of 500. I will undertake, 
Mr. Burkett, to give $5 a head — and donate it to the Associated Chari- 
ties — far every Jonadab of the Fraternal Order over 100 whom they 
have on their books. 

Senator Long. Who are the Jonadabs ? 

Mi". De Nedrey. There are three sets of Jonadabs in this city. It 
is a temperance organization. I happen to be a member of one of 
those three, tt is a lifetime pledge. I call attention to that fact 
b^dcause of the number whom 1 claim to represent here. I stated at 
the outset that I represented at least 95 per cent of the organized 
workers. 

The Chairman. How many of these meii ever cast a vote or author- 
iiBed you individually to speak for them ? We know how resolutions 
are passed in such associations. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I was going to come to that. 

The CHAiRiiAN. It is very important. 

Mr. De Nedrey. Take the union of which I am a member. It 
hiEks a membership of 2,035. I have heard but two exceptions taken 
to the position or the delegates to the Central Labor Union. One 
of them was a man who was actively engaged at the trade, and the 
other one is a man who became an active rtiember of the organiza- 
tion but who does not set type. I refer to the gentleman who said 
he was the representative or the Petworth Association — ^Mr. Oyster. 
The matter was brought up to the organization 

Senator Burkett. Of the two in your organization 

Mr. De Niedrey. I have heard of only two who criticised adversely 
the action of the delegates to the central body. One of them was 
Mr. Oyster. 

Mr. OYSTfcR. There are two other members of my union who live 
in the same section that I do who are members of this organizatioii. 
Both were present and both voted for this bill with myself. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I am stating what took place on the floor of the 
ttnion when the report of the delegates oh this question was made. 

The Chairman. How many were present out of the 2,000? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I presume the average is 500. 

The Chairman. Is not that pretty large? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Do you mean a pretty large average ? 

The Chairman. Yes. 
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Mr. De Nedrey. No. I think about that time there were some 
things being attended to in the Printing Office that brought out an 
immense attendance. 

The Chairman. So that you are speaking for about 20 per cent, 
even if there were that many present ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I am speaking for the membership, having been 
selected to speak for them. Taking it for granted it is 20 per cent, 
it would be much larger than some of those who have spoken here. 
I have said 95 per cent. That is due to the fact that we have received 
through the delegates reporting to the central body after the action 
taken upon the resolutions information to warrant the statement. 
The resolution I sent to you was from the Central Labor Union, and 
all the locals favored it. The resolutions were received and filed by 
the executive committee. 

Senator Carter. I should like to ask a question or two to ascer- 
tain the position Mr. De Nedrey takes. 

The Chairman. Certainly. 

Senator Carter. I understand personally you would favor a 
national prohibition law 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes. 

Senator Carter. If it could be passed within constitutional limits. 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Carter. You oppose any change of existing law in the 
District of Columbia, first, because you think such change would 
result in loss of employment to a large number of people engaged in 
it directly or indirectly? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Carter. What would be the effect of a national law, 
<M)uld one be passed, as to labor generallv over the country? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I would so frame tne law that sufficient time 
would be given to the people now engaged in the business to get out 
of it without financial loss. 

Senator Carter. Without financial loss, and that labor readjust 
itself? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Carter. If sufficient time were given in the District for 
the readjustment of labor conditions the new law would not be 
objectionable? 

Mr. De Nedrey. No. I want to make a distinction there, because 
for 5 cents I could go to Alexandria and get drunk if I wanted to. 

Senator Carter. You would have to walk down and ride back. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I might not want to come back. 

This bill contemplates making certain portions of the District of 
Columbia dry, creating new zones, such as we have in the Soldiers' 
Home. Liquor obtained at a saloon in Georgetown would make an 
employee of the navy-yard just as drunk as ir he got it in the navy- 
yard section. 

Senator Carter. You base your opposition to the proposed meas- 
ure upon the ground of personal liberty? ! 

Mr. De Nedrey. I deny the right of anyone to tell me what I am 
to drink. 

Senator Carter. How do you reconcile that to your proposition 
in favor of a national law which shall prohibit the manufacture, sale, 
or use? 
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Mr. De-Nedrey. By the simple fact that the difference between a 

{►int of whisky in the District of Columbia and in Maine is 25 cents* 
t costs 25 cents more up there. That has been my experience. I 
have lust recently made a trip through that State. I took a trip 
with Mr. Gompers. I say wherever whisky can be gotten it can be 
shipped. The juff trade of the partially drv State of Tennessee will 
make any man rich, because to my personal knowledge in many of the 
places — and I have investigated them — the clerical force of the 
express companies has been increased in order to handle the jug 
trade in the dry States. 

The Chairman. Hence these 3,000 men about whom you are so 
distressed would get employment? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I am not distressed about them any more than 
that they have honorable employment; some of them are buying 
homes, some of them are oflScers of churches. They might appeal to 
you in another way. 

The Chairman. But the absurdity of your position 

Mr. De Nedrey. I thank you for the term '^absurdity." I have 
not had the time 

The Chairman. The absurdity of your position is that you are 
here arguing that if we have a prohibition law they will be thrown out 
of employment, and yet you state that where they have prohibition 
liquor is sold just as freely as before. 

Mr. De Nedrey. I did not say just as freely. I said it could be 
secured. The Senator no doubt knows it can. It is to the interest 
of the wholesale liquor dealers to keep some of these places dry. The 
manufacture of liquors in some of tne New England States is prac- 
tically prohibited, but they are sold there and mai;iufactured tnere. 
In the matter of ale 

Senator Long. Do you mean to say that the Uquor dealers or the 
manufacturers are in favor of prohibition in Kansas? 

Mr. De Nedrey. The wholesaler in St. Louis never had so much 
business in his life. The wholesaler in Memphis does not care because 
Knoxville has gone dry, because that trade has accrued to him. 
Some interests in New York, and some interests in Boston, Mass., 
desire to keep Maine in the dry zone. 

Senator Long. I happen to Uve in Kansas. I am glad to go away 
from home to get information. 

The Chairman. You are not in favor of changing the excise laws 
of the District of Columbia in any particular? Is that right? 

Mr. De Nedrey. We are opposed to any change in the present law. 

The Chairman. You want the saloons to be kept open twenty 
hours out of the twenty-four? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir; just as at present. 

The Chairman. You want the same number of saloons that now 
exist to continue? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Perhaps more and perhaps less. That depends 
upon whether or not the ever-changing business will increase or 
decreiase. 

The Chairman. You know it does not decrease very much? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes; we have testimony to that effect, apparently. 

The Chairman. Then you are in favor of the statute as it now 
exists? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir; speaking for my people. 
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The Chairman. You are in favor of the present conditions existing 
in the clubs in the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. De Nedrey. I do not know so much about those, Senator. I am 
speaking now of the regular traJBSc. 

The (SiAiRMAN. You are in favor of the existing condition, that if 9^ 
saloon is once established on a block, even though the ownership of it 
may change, it can not be driven out? 

/ Mr. De Nedrey. I do hot consider that that is the law. I think 
there have been cases where that condition did not exist. The 
statement made by Mr. Shoemaker was that the law was 14 years 
old, while Mr. Macfarland stated that it had become operative in 
1904. The difference between fourteen years ago and 1904 is the 
difference. 

The Chairman. Are you opposed to the recommendations of the 
Commissioners as Mr. Macfarland presented th^m? 

Mr. De Nedrey. Yes, sir: I think they are rather drastic. 

The Chairman. In other words, you prefer that the matter be left 
precisely as it is in the District of Columbia ? 

Mr. I)e Nedrey. Yes, sir; speaking for my people; and I was so 
directed by a resolution, a copy of which you have in your possession. 

The Chairman. We understand your position. 

I suppose there are other gentlemen who would like to be he^rd, and, 
imfortunately, we have not time to-day to hear them. I will leave it 
to the other members of the committee to make any suggestions con- 
cerning further time that shall be given to this subject at the present 
session. 

Senator Carter. The incoming of appropriation bills and the 
consequent close application necessary in the Senate hereafter pre- 
sent a situation tnat seems to make it important for the future 
meetings on this and other subjects to be left to the call of the chair- 
man, if we can get additional time, I for one shall be glad to hear 
full statements from all sources. 

The Chairman. How many other persons present would like to 
be heard on this question, either pro or con? 

Mr. Harvey. Against the bill there are at least a half a dozen 
that I know of. 

The Chairman. Who are they? 

Mr. Harvey. There is a representative of the United German 
Societies. There are two other labor men. 

The Chairman. We have heard from the labor men. We will 
eliminate that. We have given a good deal of time to the labor side. 

Mr. Harvey. There is me Personal Liberty League, the United 
German Societies, and the Washington Mercantile Association. 

Rev. S. E. Nicholson (legislative superintendent Anti-Saloon 
League of America). There are a good many who could speak in 
favor of this bill, but we would rather have action than another 
hearing. 

Mr. T. M. Hare (superintendent Anti-Saloon League of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia). In addition to answering the argument presented 
by the labor representative, we should like to have Mr. Oyster heard 
briefly, and at the close of the hearing we should like to make what- 
ever reply may seem necessary upon the other side. Then we are 
willing to rest our case. We want action. 
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The Chairman. Will the members of the committee find it con- 
venient to give from 11 to 12 o'clock to-morrow in closing up thia 
matter? We will divide the time of that hour. 

Senator IjONG. I doubt if I can be present. 

The Chairman. We will adjourn tnis meeting until 10.30 o'clock 
to-morrow morning, when gentlemen who may desire to be heard will 
be given an opportunity : and the chair at that time will take the lib- 
erty of determining in advance the length of time which wU be given 
to each speaker. 

(At 12 o'clock and 20 minutes p. m. the committee adjourned imtil 
to-morrow, Saturday, May 9, 1908, at 10.30 o'clock a. m.) 



Committee on the District of Columbia, 

United States Senate, 
Washington y D. C, Saturday, May 9, 1908. 

The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m. 

Present: Senators Gallinger (chairman), Scott, Long, Burkett, and 
Carter. 

Present also Rev. T. M. Hare, Rev. E. S. Nicholson, Albert E. Shoe- 
maker, esq., Mrs. Don P. Blaine, James L. Ewin, esq.. Rev. E. C. Din- 
widdie, Mrs. Laura F. Olley, Ilugh F. Harvey, esq., E. W. Oyster, 
esq., and others. 

The committee thereupon resumed the consideration of the bill 
(S. 6204) ''to regulate the sale of intoxicating liquors in the District 
of Columbia.' ' 

The Chairman. The Senate convenes at 11 o'clock this morning. 
That was not expected yesterday when we took our adjournment; so 
that this hearing must of necessity be somewhat briefer than had been 
anticipated. 

Who wishes to be heard first this morning. 

Mr. Hugh F. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, the Washington Mercantile 
Association wishes to be heard, and we could go ahead now, although 
we do not care to consume all the time. I have a brief here of which 
I would like to read a little, and I will submit the balance of it. I do 
not wish to crowd on anyone else's time. 

The Chairman. You will of necessity crowd on the time of others 
if you take much time; so be just as bnef as yon can, please. Before 
you begin, however, I will state that I promised Mr. Oyster that he 
should nave a few minutes this morning, representing the Federa- 
tion of Labor. Are you ready to proceed, Mr. Oyster? 

.Mr. Oyster. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. I had forgotten that. If you will excuse us, Mr. 
Oyster will be first heard. 

Mr. Harvey. All right, sir. 

STATEMENT OF E. W. OYSTER, ESQ., OF WASHINGTON, D. C. 

The Chairman. Before you proceed, Mr. Oyster, I will ask you if 
you are connected with labor organizations in the city? 

Mr. Oyster. Yes, sir; I am a member of Columbia Typographical 
Union, No. 101, and have been for forty years. 
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The Chairman. Ape you connected with the Central Labor Union 
in any capacity? 

Mr. Oyster. No, sir; I was at one time. 

The Chairman. I notice, if Mr. McCarthy is correctly reported, 
that in a hearing before the House he used these words: 

The American saloon is the poor man's dub. It is the nearest approach to abso- 
lute democracy in this country. The saloon is the greatest college without books 
in the United States. There is more good in the saloon than is dreamt of in our phi- 
losophy. Its ultimate goal is true temp>erance. 

As a representative of the labor interests of the country, will you 
subscribe to that doctrine? 

Mr. Oyster. Emphatically, no! And I say that there is not one 
in ten of the members of organized labor in the District of Columbia 
that agrees to any such proposition. 

The Chairman. Now, Mr. Oyster, proceed in your own way. 

Mr. Oyster. Mr. Chairman, as I stated, I have been a member of 
a labor organization for forty years. I was a delegate to the old 
Federation of Labor, the predecessor of the Central Labor Union, for 
eight or ten years. I was president of that bodv for five years. We 
took part ia all the agitation for the so-called labor legislation that 
has passed through Congress; and our organization did its full share, 
both as to finances and as to the work done in advocacy of those 
bills, in pushing them to success through Congress. So I want it 
clearly imderstood by the committee vthat I am in full sympathy 
with organized labor in all its legitimate aims to better the condition 
of workmg men. I was the representative of the organization before 
Congress when the present eight-hour law was adopted: and I have 
testimonials from labor organizations thanking me for the work I 
did on that occasion. I only say this in order that my position may 
be well known. 

This is the first time that I have ever felt impelled to appear 
before a committee of Congress in opposition to the action of a labor 
organization. And, although I bear no credentials from any organi- 
zation and do not claim to bear credentials or to represent any organi- 
zation, yet I know that I represent the true sentiment of the labor 
organizations of this city when I say that they do not agree to the 
proposition as presented by the chairman from Mr. McCarthy ; that 
they do not agree that the excise laws of the District need no amend- 
ment ; and I am sure that a majority of them, if this bill were properly 
presented and explained to them, would be in favor of its adoption. 

The organized working men of the District of Columbia are not 
saloon men. Unfortunately, we have a number among them, as 
all classes of people have numbers among them, that patronize the 
saloons occasionally- — some entirely too much, and a good many to 
their detriment. JBut the drinking habit among the organized 
working men is not any larger than among any other class of people; 
and the labor organizations for twenty years, to my knowledge, have 
been proclaiming temperance to their men and warning them against 
the saloons. Heretofore, when the organizations were taking part 
before Congress, we came here asking for more schools — not more 
saloons. We asked for free text-books for the public schools; and 
even against the opposition of our honorable Commissioners at that 
time — not the present Commissioners — we succeeded in inducing 
Congress to give the children free text-books in the District of 
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Columbia. But we never asked for free beer for the children of 
workingmen or for any other children. We contend that a man, 
who takes the full course through the saloon and graduates, winds 
up in either the almshouse, the workhouse, the jail, the penitentiary, 
or the grave. And I could cite to this committee the names of a 
large number of my friends that I know are in their graves to-day 
from the excessive use of drink ; and a great many of them were only 
drinkers of beer — the most innocent of all drinks, we are told. 

As I said, Mr. Chairman, I appear here simply to set the labor 
organizations of this District right. I do not think they were prop- 
er^ represented by the delegate (who happened to be from my own 
union) who spoke here yesterday — Mr. De Nedrey. I have great 
respect for Mr. De Nedrey, because he took part of a course through 
the saloons, but he found it absolutely necessary- to graduate. He 
has graduated, but not in any of the places to which I have referred. 
He has made a man of himself. He is a teetotaler. He does not 
touch this stuff that is recommended to workingmen by the saloon 
keepers of Washington. He has taken a lifetime pledge, and I have 
no doubt that he will keep it, because he has kept it for years. So 
I admire him now, where I used to have only sympathy for him. 

Mr. Chairman, it v/as stated \esterday, referring to some action in 
my own union, that only two of its members were in favor of prohi- 
bition. I want to say that my union has never taken action on the 
subject. The way the matter came up was on a report of our dele- 
gates to the Central Labor Union in regard to the liquor interests, 
and a protest was made by one of the members, which met with con- 
siderable applause in the union. There was no vote taken on it, 
and there never has been. And I say that I am sure that if the typo- 
graphical union, with a membership of over 2,000, were to vote on 
this proposition as to whether the saloons should be limited in num- 
ber and more rigidly guarded by rules and regulations, at least a 
majority of them would be in favor of that proposition. 

1 do not think, Mr. Chairman, that it is necessary for me to say 
any more, or to go into details. I believe that is the honest senti- 
ment of the labor organizations of this District. I have had an ac- 
quaintance with them here, as I say, of forty years; and I think I 
know the situation as well as any man in the city of Washington; 
and while I regret to come here to take issue witTi fellow-working- 
men; while I have the greatest s^nnpatliy for the men engaged in 
that business who work for wages, and desire to see them bettered 
in their condition both as to wages and surroundings, just as I want 
to see all other workingmen, yet I do not want the lal^or organizations 
to be put in the position of being tied to the saloons, because they are 
not tied there, and they never will be. 

STATEMENT OF HUGH F. HARVEY, ESQ., ON BEHALF OF THE 
WASHINGTON MERCANTILE ASSOCIATION. 

The Chairman. You represent what ? 

Mr. Harvey. The Washington Mercantile Association, which is 
composed of the entire liquor interests of the District of Columbia. 
In my statement I am speaking from that standpoint. We have 
prepared data from which to state our case the best we know how, 
and we trust it will be received just as we state it. 

43506—08 4 
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The Chairman. You represent the manufacturers, the whole- 
salers, and the retailers? 

Mr. Harvey. The brewers, the hotel men, the wholesalers, the 
jobbers, the bottlers, and the retailers. 

The Chairman. Let me give this caution: On yesterday it seemed 
to be the impression of certain persons that we were considering a bill 
for the prohibition of liquor selling in the District of Columbia. 
That is not so; and in any observations that are made so far as the 
contemplated legislation is concerned, it is well to bear in mind that 
the bill before this committee is not a prohibition bill of the nature 
of the so-called Sims bill, which is now before the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

Now, you may proceed. 

Mr. Harvey. Mr. Chairman, the association that I represent feels 
that this bill, if passed, will mean prohibition for the District. We 
take the stand that it is really a prohibition measure, so far as being 
able to comply with the bill, should it ever be enacted into law, is 
concerned. 

The Chairman. Proceed. 

Mr. Harvey. The Washington Mercantile Association, representing 
the business interests of this city, particularly those affected by 
legislation on the liquor question, begs leave to submit a few reasons 
why, in its judgment, Senate bill 6264 should not be enacted. 

1. There is no demand by the people of this District for a change 
of existing law. 

2. The existing law is satisfactory because, while it recognizes the 
manufacture and sale of liauor as legitimate, it has made and kept 
Washington the most orderly city in the United States. 

3. Senate bill 6264 is more obnoxious to the liquor interests than 
an out-and-out prohibition bill. If prohibition were enacted and 
could be enforced there would be an end of the liquor business once 
and for all. If S. 6264 should be enacted it would mean the gradual 
destruction of the liquor business, under conditions so burdensome 
and unjust as to increase the agony of annihilation. 

4. Senate bill 6264 instead of being entitled ^'A bill to regulate the 
sale of intoxicating Uquors in the District of Columbia,'^ should be 
entitled ''A bill to promote bribery, perjury, and other crimes in the 
District of Columbia;'^ or, ''A bill to destroy the liquor business of 
the District of Columbia under the pretext of regulating it;'' or, '^A 
bill to create perambulating churches and schools for the purpose of 
accomplishing indirectly that which can not be accompUshed!^ directly.'' 

Senator Scott. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that if the gentle- 
man has his speech prepared, it might go into the record. We do not 
need to be detained to hear it read now. We can read it after it is 
printed. 

Mr. Harvey. There may be some points through it on which I 
desire to say something. 

Senator Scott. Then bring them out. 

Senator Carter. Instead of reading it, you might take your sahent 
points and briefly comment upon them. 

Senator Scott. Yes; without reading the whole of it. 

Mr. Harvey. The people of Washington now enjoy local option 
on the liquor question, with the right to prohibit saloons within the 
local-option areas wherever they see fit. Senate bill 6264 would 
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weaken local option, and would take from certain residence districts 
the right to prohibit saloons in their neighborhood by increasing the 
local-option area, thus bringing in antiprohibition sections to outvote 
the prohibition sections. 

In other words, as it is now one square has the right to sav whether 
a saloon shall exist in that block or not if the saloon is located in 
that block. This bill gives a number of squares the right to say 
whether it shall be located there or not. In the case of a business 
block, for instance, that has three residence blocks adjoining it, the 
three residence blocks could outvote, in the protest or in the petition 
for a license, the business interests of the block in which the saloon 
is located. 

The Chairman. I do not want to prolong this discussion, because 
our time is very brief; but it seems to me that you start out in this 
discussion with a contradiction. You say that this bill means pro- 
hibition, but that this feature of it means that the present prohibition 
will be destroyed. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir; that is, where that is possible. 

The Chairman. How on earth are you going to reconcile the one 
statement with the other? 

Mr. Harvey. I make that point — where that is possible. 

The Chairman. You are now arguing for prohibition. 

Mr Harvey. Where that is possible. I contend that perhaps that 
might be possible in one instance in the city, or two, and perhaps in 
none at all; but I simply make the point that, if it were possible, that 
could be the case. If tfiis bill was enacted into law, I do not actually 
know of a place that could exist under it, as a result of being ham- 
pered in procuring these signatures each year. It is not that men 
that object to liquor would hold them up particularly, but men who 
have no particular objection to the granting of a license would make 
it so inconvenient for the man in the business to procure his signers 
annually that he would have to go out of business. He would not be 
able financially to continue in business. 

Senator Burkett. Do you not think it is just as well to put the 
burden on the saloon man in that particular as it is on the people ? 

Mr. Harvey. Wherever there is a change, it is. For instance, a 
man goes out of business; a man dies; and whenever there is a change 
in the place, the signers have to be procured. There was something 
said here the other day about places being established for twelve or 
fourteen years and never having to get the signers again. I do not 
think there are fifteen places in Washington that have been con- 
tinuously in existence under the ownership of the same individual for 
more than fifteen years perhaps. 

Senator Burkett. How many saloons have the people ever been 
able to get out in the localities where they have been established in 
the last five or six years ? 

Mr. Harvey. All it requires is for a majority of the owners and 
residents to protest against the place, and the excise board can not 
then grant tlie license. I think that is the case under one of the 
sections of the present law. 

Senator Burkett. You know about how long it took to get one 
out up here on Nineteenth street, do you not ? 

Mr. Harvey. Were the majority of all the owners and residents 
protesting against it? > ;-•-- 
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Mr. BuRKETT. When we got them shut up on one street they cut a 
hole through onto the other street ; and then we had to take another 
year to close them up on that street. It took about six years' work 
on the part of the good people up there to get rid of that saloon. It 
took two years after I got into it myself before we could get rid of that 
saloon. 

Mr. Harvey. But eventually you accomplished it, thus showing 
that it could be done. 

Senator Burkett. We eventually accomplished it — yes, indeed, 
we did. . But I understand that that is practically the only saloon 
they ever have gotten run out anywhere in the District. It took two 
years after there was a schoolhouse there — the Gunston ladies' school 
was only a short distance away from the front door — to get rid of that 
saloon under the present laws. 

Mr. Harvey. Every place that exists now certainly must be there 
because the people in the block or on the square where the saloon is 
located have not protested — that is, the majority of the owners and 
residents. If they do, under the law I do not imderstand how the 
excise board can permit the place to exist. 

Senator Carter. What would you think of the propriety of pro- 
hibiting altogether the issuance of saloon licenses within certain zones 
and confining the business to the business part of the city? 

Mr. Harvey. The law that we are now operating under was passed 
March 3, 1893 ; and the men that are now in the business, and the peo- 
ple living adjacent to the saloons, have been living under this law all 
during that time. I can not see that an improvement can be made, 
because no matter whetlier it is a residence block or a business block, 
it is within the power of those people to either say that the saloon 
shall remain or shall go. 

Senator Burkett. Yes ; but you know it is difficult to get the ma- 
jority. You are trying to escape getting the majority for your side, 
and you want to throw that responsibility onto the people. Do you 
know of any other town where they let saloons go on forever without 
requiring the saloon keeper to take affirmative action in getting that 
expression of opinion, rather than the people ? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know; I am not familiar with conditions 
elsewhere than in Washington, where I was bom and raised. I am 
in the retail business, and have been in my present location for eleven 
years. I know nothing else but that. I know that during that time 
there has not been a single violation of law or a question of any kind 
in my place. I conduct that place with respect for my home and 
family ; and I defy any lady to say that her ears would be oflFended 
by anything she might hear there, or that she would see anything that 
her eyes would not be pleased with. That is the way that we expect 
all men in the business to conduct their business. When they do 
otherwise, they are not in accord and in keeping with the rules of the 
association of liquor dealers, which has over 400 members on its rolls. 

Senator Burkett. In this respect 1 think you are different here, 
certainly, from any other place that I have ever observed, and I have 
taken some pains to inquire. Every other place requires the license to 
be an annual license, and requires the saloon keeper to get the petition 
every year. Here it is a permanent thing; and if they are going 
to be ousted, the people have to take hold of the thing affirmatively. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Burkett. In short, the saloon keeper has possession and 
he stays there. . The affirmative action is on the people here. This is 
the only place that I know of where that condition prevails; and 
I ask you if you know of any other place where that is the case? 

Mr. Harvey. No, sir. Prior to 1893, Senator, we had that law 
here. We had to get the signers annually. It was on account of 
statements made to this committee and to a committee in the House 
that a bill was enacted doing away with annual signatures. We had 
to do things that we did not want to do to procure those signatures. 
We might as well be plain about it. 

The Chairmax. I want to state to you that the bill was enacted 
not with my consent. I thought it was an utterly vicious bill at 
the time, as I think it is now. I think the burden ought to be upon 
you gentlemen to get the permission — not upon the citizens. I 
think it was a very unfortunate change in the law. Proceed now, 
please. 

Mr. Harvey. Perhaps we could get them, but we would be sub- 
ject to the conditions that we were subject to prior to 1893. 

No demand has been made at this session of Congress we claim, 
or during previous sessions for antisaloon legislation by a majority 
or even by a considerable minority of the residents of this District. 
The agitation for legislation was started by nonresidents, some of 
them living thousands of miles away, none of them authorized to 
represent the residents of this District, and some of the most active 
among them being salaried agents and lobbyists. The object of 
this agitation, as they have themselves declared, is primarily to aid 
the prohibition propaganda in the various States. The salaried 
agent of the Anti-Saloon League has stated that if Congress could 
be persuaded to enact an antiliquor law for the District oi Columbia 
the prohibition movement in the United States would be strengthened 
by the argument that the Government itself was committed to 
prohibition. 

We know that here in the District of Columbia it takes the Con- 
gress of the United States to enact a law. The State laws, the laws 
of towns or cities or villages, are only local aflFairs. But whatever is 
done here is certainly going to have its eflFect throughout the United 
States. Whatever Congress commits itself to is going to be used in 
the furtherance of this cause. We claim that the liquor business is a 
legitimate business, and that, properly conducted, it is the equal of 
any other business, not excepting any. 

Senator Carter. You think that Congress should follow and not 
lead the State legislatures? 

Mr. Harvey. Well, no; I will not say that. But I say that this 
condition of affairs here would have a gi'eat effect on the entire coun- 
try and on a business that is a great revenue-producing business and 
a business in which millions of dollars are invested as capital. 

I have a lot of data here, but I want to get down to some of the vital 
points in it. 

Before this attempt was made to carry into effect the plan to mis- 
lead the voters of the States as to the attitude of the Government, 
there was no demand in this District for a change of the local liquor 
laws. We repeat that there is not now any such demand by a major- 
ity of the residents. The present excise law was enacted in 1893, and 
it has stood the test ever since to the satisfaction of the people. The 
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evidence is overwhelming that the National Capital is a law-abiding, 
orderly community. Senators are as well informed of this fact as the 
residents themselves. They are aware that practicafly one-third of 
the population of this District is colored, constituting the largest 
negro population of any city in the United States. In spite of the 
widespread belief that this element of the population is disorderly, 
we invite comparison of the police records of this city with those of 
any other city of equal size, even in which the colored population is 
insignificant. It is true that the proportion of offenders among the 
colored people is greater than among thjd whites, but the fact remains 
that this District, whatever the color of its inhabitants, is orderly and 
well governed. 

The area of the District is nearly TO square miles, and it includes, 
in addition to Washington and Georgetown, 82 towns, villages, and 
subdivisions, with an aggregate population, according to the police 
census of 1908, of 339,403, of which 241,920 are whites and 97,483 col- 
ored. In addition to preserving the peace in this large area, the 
police department is required to guard the "White House, the executive 
departments and their reservations, and the embassies and legations 
of foreign governments. These duties, of the most important charac- 
ter, would in themselves justify the employment of a large police 
force. 

The Chairman. We all know that, because we make appropria- 
tions for this force. It is not worth while discus-sing that before this 
committee. 

Senator Carter. How does our police force compare in propor- 
tion to the population with the police forces elsewhere ? 

Mr. Har\t:y. In proportion to the area, the urban area, ard the 
surrounding places, it is the smallest, perhaps, of any city of the same 
size in the United State?, and with more responsibilities placed on it. 

The Chairman. That has been disputed. I think we will not dis- 
cuss that. 

Mr. Haratey. I am simply claiming and showing that under this 
present excise law, with all of these duties that the police are re- 
quired to perform, and with the large area under their protection, 
this is an orderly city under the present excise law. We are contend- 
ing that under this present law no change is absolutely recessary. 
We have gone along since 1893 without any trouble to ourselves, prac- 
tically, or to the community at large. 

We know what this law is, and other laws would be an experiment. 
We claim that if this bill is exacted into law, the impossibilities pro- 
pounded in it will mean prohibition. I ask for the liquor trade of 
the District of Columbia rather than give us this bill or rather than 
to give us the recommendations of the Commissioners, that you give 
us at once total prohibition. Make it so that the death will be quick, 
and not be prolonged, a' d so that when we do go out of business we 
will not go out without anything at all. Those who now have a few 
dollars may be able to live for thirty or forty days after they go out 
of the business ; but if you prolong it and let us go out in six months 
or a year from now, or possibly a year and a half, we will struggle 
to remain in the business and we will lose every cent in the world 
that we have trying to remain there; and then we will go out to 
perhaps be a charge on the public. 
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Senator Scott. How would you like to have this bill changed so as 
to make the retail license $2,500, compelling you to give a bond as to 
your good moral character, with two reputable sureties, and making 
the property that you rent or own liable in a civil action for any 
damages sustained through violation of the law? 

Mr. Harvey. Senator, I do not believe that a high license regulates 
the business, for this reason : It depends upon the man in whose name 
the license is. If the excise board is careful to see the applicant, to 
find out something about his character, to know who he is, and to be 
absolutely certain 

Senator Scott. But suppose he had to give a bond with two repu- 
table sureties that his character was good? 

Mr. Harvey. Well, suppose he gave the sureties. If they find out 
and know absolutely that they are granting a clean man a license, it 
makes no difference where that man conducts business — whether it is 
in the slums of the city, on the wharves, or on Connecticut avenue — 
that man will conduct a clean, clear place, and have only his own 
kind around him, patronizing him. On the other hand, if the excise 
board should be careless, and not see the man that they grant a license 
to, but simply grant a license to a thug, or some man without standing 
or reputation or character, that is exactly the class of patrons that are 
going to come around the place. 

The Chairman. You are contending that the present excise law is 
a good one and working satisfactorily. Since I took my seat at the 
table a letter has been handed me from a well-known citizen, calling 
attention to the fact that in three squares, from Thirty-second to 
Thirty-sixth street on M street, NW., there are 18 liquor saloons. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. There are 18 in those 3 squares. Do you think a 
law that permits 18 saloons on 3 squares in a residential part of this 
city is a good law? 

Mr. Harvey. That is discretionary with the excise board. 

The Chairman. Yes; but you are contending that the excise board 
is a most excellent board. 

Mr. Harvey. I claim that the matter is in the hands. Senator, of 
the excise board. I have claimed that from the firsts— that the excise 
board has the power, under this law, to regulate the liquor traffic, so 
that there will not be any question about it. 

The Chairman. And the Commissioners recommend that saloons 
shall not be established more numerously than one to a thousand in- 
habitants. That would reduce these saloons very much. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. You would oppose that, w^ould you ? 

Mr. Harvey. I would, sir; that would put out of business more 
than 200 men that are in business, that went into business in good 
faith, that purchased the places with good, hard-earned money, as a 
rule, and have families depending on them. What would become of 
them? 

The Chairman. The money they have earned by this hard work to 
w^hich you refer has largely been earned by selling liquor, which is 
not very hard work, has it not ? 

Mr. Harvey. No, sir; in the first instance. Senator, where men go 
into the business, they may have worked hard all their lives up to 
that point for the money they have, and then have gotten an oppor- 
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tunity to purchase a place. But if this one saloon to a thousand resi- 
dents should be enacted into law, they would have to go out of 
business. Then, on the other hand, there are men in the business, 
Senator, who were practically raised in it and who know nothing 
else. If you put them out on the world, I do not know what they 
will do. There are men in the business that have grown old in the 
business, and to-day are not capable, perhaps, of making a living at 
anything else. They have lived and supported their families and 
sent their children to school and educated them, and have expended 
pretty nearly every dollar they have made. There are men in the 
business here in Washington 40, 50, or 60 years old that have not a 
dollar, that have made a great deal of money, but have used it in 
educating their children, and living as they went along, and con- 
tributing to everything in the name of charity that came along. 

The Chairman. We appreciate the fact that men have been edu- 
cated to sell liquor. 

Mr. Harvey. And men have been educated to other things, too. 
Senator. 

The Chairman. And they have accumulated money in that trade. 
What about the families that have contributed that money? Have 
you any knowledge of what has happened to a great many of those 
families ? 

Mr. Harvey. I say, from a practical and personal experience of 
years in the business — I was born in the business; my father was in 
it, and I have been raised in it, practically speaking — that I have 
never yet known a family in the neighborhood of a saloon to suffer 
by the saloon. On the contrary, I have known of a number of in- 
stances where the saloon has been the most beneficial feature of the 
entire neighborhood to families that were in dire want and in ex- 
treme distress. 

The Chairman. You have not known of any father who has wasted 
his earnings in the saloon, and whose wife and children have suffered 
as a consequence? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know of any such saloon, sir. I have had 
nothing to do with any such place. I would not sell liquor to any 
man that was under the influence of liquor. 

The Chairman. I am not talking of you ; I am talking about the 
trade generally. 

Mr. Harvey. I know of no other man in the business. Senator, that 
does that. We have an association here — I want to explain this — 
the members of which take an obligation when they join it that they 
will live strictly up to the law; that they will not violate the law, 
or sell to a drunken man, or give liquor to a person that will injure 
his family. 

The Chairman. I met three drunken men on Pennsvlvania avenue 
last evening between the hours of and 7 o'clock. Somebody sold 
liquor to them. Who was it? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know, sir. It is just barely possible that 
they did not get it here. [Laughter.] 

Senator Carter. What proportion of the saloon keepers belong to 
the organization of which you speak? 

Mr. Harvey. We have over 400 members now. There are 519 
retail licenses, including hotels and clubs. Of course very few hotel 
men are jnembers of tins association, and no clubs. This is the retail 



INTOXICATING LIQUORS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 57 

men — the men that conduct the retail places, the barrooms around 
town. There are over 400 of them. 

Senator Carter. Has the liquor business been, in the main, a profit- 
able business as far as those engaged in it are concerned? 

Mr. Harvey. I want to say that so far as accumulating money goes, 
or having anything to show for it after years of work, it has not; 
no, sir. 

Senator Carter. Do you. not think there are too many saloons, and 
that the business is therefore too much divided to render.it possible 
for anybody to thrive ? 

Mr. Harvey. Why, no; I do not know that there are too many 
saloons. I would not say that. If the number were reduced accorcl- 
ing to the Commissioners' recommendation the men left in the busi- 
ness would make a great deal of money. 

Senator Scott. The recommendation of the Commissioners, I be- 
lieve, would cut them down to about 350. What would vou think of 
that? 

Mr. Harvey. It would cut them down to about 300, Senator. The 
number would go perhaps below the 300 mark. Of course, if the 
business that is now annually done were curtailed and cut down and 
put into the hands of less than 300 men, unless their expenses were 
increased in proportion, they would naturally show a better profit 
than they do now. As the law now stands the profits are more 
divided. 

Senator Scott. Do you not think the law ought to he amended so 
as to make it impossible for a woman to go into a saloon without 
forfeiting the saloon keeper's license? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know of any place here in Washington, 
Senator, where the women go into saloons. I do not know of any here. 

Senator Carter. If the law should operate to reduce the numbei 
of saloons, would not such reduction result in the better conducting 
of the remaining places and a better profit to those conducting the 
business ? ^ 

Mr, Harvey. It would very likely result in a better profit. I can 
not say that the places would be better conducted. 

Senator Carter. Do you not personally know of saloons in the 
District that rather lower the tone of your business by virtue of the 
manner of their conduct? 

Mr. Harvey. I will say to you. Senator, there is an element that 
must be provided for as long as liquor is sold. By having those places 
the better class of places are protected from those people coming 
around and wanting to be served. That is a protection for the better 
class, so long as liquor is sold, I mean. If there were no liquor sold 
at all, of course those places would not be necessary. But as long 
as you do license saloons, let there be some places where that ele- 
ment can go and keep away from the other claas of people and 
keep from interfering with the class of trade that does not want to 
be hampered by that class of men and women. 

The Chairman. We will have to take our recess now until the 
hour of 2 o'clock, when some of us will again meet. The gentlemen 
and ladies interested can be present then, and we will conclude the 
hearing as speedily as possible. 

(The committee thereupon took a recess until 2 o'clock p. m. of the 
same day.) 
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AFTER RECESS. 

The committee reassembled at the expiration of the recess. 

The Chairman. I have invited Major Syh ester, superintendent 
of police of the District of Columbia, to appear and make such state- 
ment to the committee from his point of vicAv as he may be disposed 
to. Major, we are having a hearing on Senate bill 6264, a bill to 
regulate the sale of intoxicating liquors in the District of Columbia, 
and the committee will be very glad to get any information touching 
the liquor traffic or its results that can be obtained from any source. 
The chair thought that you might give the committee some valuable 
information. 

STATEMENT OF MAJ. RICHARD SYLVESTER. SUPERINTENDENT 
OF POLICE OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Major Sylvester. Mr. Chairman, I was approached yesterday by 
one of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, Mr. Macfar- 
land, and asked to prepare certain statistics bearing on this subject. 
I have looked up those figures since, and am now prepared to make 
answer to his request in that regard. 

He wanted to know from me, in the first instance, how much of 
the crime and disorder in the District of Columbia could be traced 
to liquor. I have looked into the question of crime, and am very glad 
to say that in the District of Columbia we have not a great amount of 
crime when we compare our jurisdiction with others, there being 
a total number of criminal arrests last year of 910; those cases being 
classified according to the laws which cover crime. We had an un- 
usual number of cases of murder and manslaughter in the last fiscal 
year for the District : not a greater number, however, than occurred 
eight or ten years ago — crime coming in waves, there being very 
little of it at one time and a great deal of it at another time. 

After looking into the cases of murder and manslaughter, and 
going over the cases individually, I am prepared to state, as nearly 
as it can be approximated, that about 33 per cent of these cases 
might be attributed, in a measure, to drink. That is, those who com- 
mitted these crimes were drinking at the time of the commission of 
the offenses. And I think that the same percentage, speaking ap- 
proximately, might apply to the cases of disorderly conduct in the 
District of Columbia. 

During the fiscal year which closed the 1st of July last, there 
were 9,935 cases of arrest for disorderly conduct ; 3,604 of thcvse cases 
were chargeable to the whites, and 6,331 were chargeable to the 
colored people. Out of that number of cases, 9,088 were held in one 
way or another on a preliminary hearing by the police court, or they 
left a forfeiture, or a personal recognizance was taken, or something 
of that kind. 

We had 442 cases where arrests were made for habitual drunken- 
ness ; and when I say 442 cases, these may include a repetition — that is, 
where a man may be guilty of the same old drunk, and be arrested two 
or three times. In taking these cases to co^rt we do not figure on the 
individual strictly, but there would not be a departure from the 442 
of more than eight or ten cases where there is a repetition arrest of 
the same individual. 
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Senator Scott. Do you mean by that that of the 442 there would be, 
say, 430 that had not been rearrested and retried? 

Major Sylvester. I would say about that approximately. Senator ; 
that only eight or ten had been 

Senator Scott. Rearrested ? 

Major Sylvester. Yes, sir. That would be included in these cases, 
because I find that of those 442 cases 424 of them were held or disposed 
of by proper authority, either by the courts, or by the asylum, or in 
some other way. 

The cases of intoxication for which arrests w^ere made numbered 
3,819, and 2,901 of these were chargeable to the whites and 918 to the 
colored. 

We have no law in the District of Columbia covering intoxica- 
tion, but the police, in order that the property of the individual, 
and his life and limb as well, may be protected, removes a person 
who is intoxicated from the street; and when he is in condition 
to proceed to his home they either see that he is released and goes 
there, or accompany him when it is necessary. If, when these people 
are arrested under these conditions, they require hospital treatment 
under the orders of the department (which I find are very strictly 
obeyed), they are taken to the Emeregency Hospital or to one of 
the other hospitals and are cared for there rather than at the station 
house. 

Senator Scott. Allow^ me, please. If a man is arrested who is 
intoxicated, and he is taken before your court in the morning, is not 
that man fined or sentenced to the workhouse ? 

Major Sylvesti':r. Xo, sir; he is not taken to court. He is re- 
leased by the police when he is sober. 

Senator Scott. Without taking him to the court ? 

Major Sylvester. Without taking him to the court — that is, for 
simple intoxication. On the other hand, if he is intoxicated and dis- 
orderly, then he commits a breach of the law and^ it becomes an 
offense. We had last year, as I have stated, several thousand cases 
of disorderly conduct. Those are the only cases, except cases of 
assault, that I need speak of in this regard. Taking the assault and 
battery cases and the assault cases and approximating the niimber 
of them that might be attributed to drink as I would approximate 
those of the more serious crimes of murder and manslaughter, I would 
say that at from 35 to 40 per cent of those arrests might be attributed 
to drink. 

Mr. Macfarland asked me to prepare some figures with regard to 
arrests in the daytime and arrests at night. I will take one precinct 
in the southeastern quarter of the District. I find that during the 
months of January, February, and March last there were 86 arrests 
in that one precinct on the charge of intoxication between the hours of 
8 a. m. and 8 p. m., and 39 arrests between the hours of 8 p. m. and 8 
o'clock a. m. — a total of 75. On the charge of intoxication and dis- 
orderly conduct, during the daytime there were 8 arrests and dur- 
ing the nighttime 16. There was one habitual drunkard arrested in 
the daytime and two in the nighttime. 

In consulting the reports made by the several lieutenants, I find 
that the figures will run pretty nearly the same in most of the pre- 
cincts as to the arrests during the day as against the night. 
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As to cases of intoxication, for instance, in the second precinct 
(which, perhaps, is the one in which we have the most trouble from 
disorder, from speak easies), I find that during the same period, 
January, February, and March, there were during the daytime 39 
arrests for intoxication and 72 for the same offense during the night- 
time. 

The police experience most of their trouble, gentlemen, from those 
who " rush the growler,'' who lay in a suppljr of liquor on Saturday 
night to be consumed on Sunday, constituting what we term the 
walking speak easy 

Senator Scott. Major, are the '*• growlers " run usually by men or 
by women ? 

Major Sylvester. By men and women ; but not to the degree to- 
day, however, that they were some little while ago, a;S I think that the 
hue and cry that has been raised against the evil has, perhaps, resulted 
in some improvement. The police have been called upon to exercise 
moral suasion and to if possible enforce the law or such regulations 
as they might find looking to the breaking up of the evil. 

Senator Cartp:r. Major, what is the '' gi'owler? " 

Major Sylvester. As I have seen it, and as I know it — and I 
was reared in the city of St. Louis, where they make a great deal of 
beer, and where they consume a great deal of it 

Senator Carter. Is it the place where the " tin-can brigade " get 
their supplies ? 

Major Syl^^ster. It is the place where the tin-can brigade get 
their supplies; yes. 

Senator Carter. And the pitcher? 

Major Sylvester. The pitcher, the stein, the jar, the jug; and a 
great many of them will buy beer on Saturday night and bottle it, 
and consume it the next day. Those two classes, and those who com- 
pose the fake clubs, the cheap clubs, give the police the greatest 
amount of trouble. The keepers of barrooms in the District of Co- 
lumbia, and the saloonkeepers generally, observe the law. I have 
observed the situation in many cities, and I believe that our own com- 
pares most favorably with any place that I have observed. 

Senator Carter. These " growlers " are located in the residence dis- 
tricts, are they not, to a considerable extent? 

Major Sylvester. They are very much scattered. Senator. 

Senator Carter. But are they generally in the residence districts 
or in the business districts. 

Major Sylvester. Well, taking a section like South Washington, 
you will find them here, there, and everywhere — that is, such was the 
condition — where people would go with a pail, or with a can and buy 
their beer and carry it away. Then there have been instances where 
men driving teams on the streets would stop and get out with their 
cans and buy beer and drink it while they were on the wagons. It is 
not only unsightly, but it leads one to believe that the drivers are per- 
haps a class that ought to be honestly condemned — a great many of 
them. 

The Chairman. Major, from your large observation and experi- 
ence, have you any suggestion to make to this committee as to reme- 
dial legislation? 

Major Syt.vester. I have not. 
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The Chairman. Or as to some amendment of the existing laws 
that might lessen the use of intoxicating drinks and the consequent 
crime? 

Major Sylvester. I believe, from the study that I have given to 
the situation, that if some action were taken looking to the abolition 
of the rushing of the growler and of the cheap clubs 

The Chairman. What about these clubs? The chairman of the 
committee has not very definite information about them. You speak 
of them as " fake " clubs? 

Major Sylvester. Yes ; what I call the " fake " club is where a man 
becomes a member of au organization, which may have been incor- 
porated, for a mere nominal fee for membership, which entitles him, 
on admission to.it, to obtain his drinks at all and any hours that the 
club may be permitted to be open. 

The Chairman. Are there many of them in the District? 

Major Sylvester. I could not give you the number of them. There 
are several of them here. 

Senator Scott. Major, will you kindly tell me whether the custom 
or the usage is prevalent here of allowing women of rather shady 
character to visit these saloons and drink or procure drinks? Have 
you much of that kind of traffic ? 

Major Sylvester. Not a great deal of it; no, sir. I have had dur- 
ing the year gone by some complaints along those lines, and we have 
wherever possible taken such action as will break up the practice. 

The Chairman. It is not an uncommon thing for women to visit 
restaurants in Washington and order liquor at the table, is it? 

Major Sylvester. They do that; yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Is that permitted under the law ? 

Major Sylvester. I know of no objection to persons going into a 
restaurant and buying it. 

Senator Scott. They could do that on the Sabbath day, could they ? 

Major Sylvester. No, sir; not on the Sabbath day. 

Senator Scott. I suppose they can go to a so-called hotel or res- 
taurant and order dinner, can they not, and order a high ball or cock- 
tail or a bottle of champagne with their dinner? Would that be a 
violation of the present law? 

Major Sylvester. The restrictions, so far as we understand them 
and interpret them at this time, are that the person buying liquor at 
the hotel must be a bona fide guest at that house buying a meal. 

Senator Scott. Could they not go to the hotel or restaurant from 
the street, or from their residences, and order dinner, and at the same 
time order drinks? 

Major Sylvester. One could go in and register at the hotel and 
order a bcma fide dinner at the hotel and order drinks with the dinner, 
as I understand it. 

The Chairman. That is, on Sunday? 

Major Syi.vester. Yes. 

Senator Scott. Yes; I am speaking of Sunday. And on the 
week days a woman can enter a restaurant or an eating place con- 
nected with a hotel in Washington and sit doAvn at a table and order 
intoxicating drinks without ordering any food and consume it and 
leave. 

Major Sylvester. Yes, sir; such things are done. 
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Senator Scott. Yes; I know they are. 

The Chairman. Major, the proportion of crime that you attribute 
to drink in Washington is large, 85 to 40 per cent ; but I notice that 
Mr. Zinkham, the superintendent of the Washington Asylum Work- 
house, says that the number that reach there directly or indirectly 
through intoxicating liquors is fully 95 per cent; and Mr. Harris, the 
warden of the United States jail — a very intelligent gentleman, as 
I happen to know — says that nine-tenths of all the crimes committed 
for which persons are incarcerated in the jail are directly or indi-' 
rectly because of strong drink. 

Major Sylvester. Yes. 

The Chairman. One puts it at 95 per cent and the other at 90 per 
cent. 

Major S.YLVESTER. Well, he may have considered only the prison- 
ers who, were convicted and sent to the jail, and those prisoners would 
not constitute the total number of people arrested in any one class, 
perhaps : and so, also, at the workhouse. 

Senator Carter. I presume that most of the disorderlies are fined 
and go their way. 

Major Sylvester. A great many cases are dismissed, some are 
fined, and some go to the workhouse. The proportion of those who 
are fined and who are dismissed we have not figured. 

Senator Carter. So that the 35 per cent would probably be )*e- 
flected in the 90 per cent of those who reach the jail? 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Major Sylvester. There might be 200 persons arrested, and a great 
number, say 50, might go to jail and constitute a class which w^ould 
figure up this 80 or 90 per cent. 

Senator Burkett. Major, do these clubs that you speak of pay 
licenses ? 

Major Sylvester. Yes, sir; they pay the club license. 

Senator Scott. If the price of a retail license were increased to, 
say, $2,500, and the number of saloons were reduced to, say, 300 in 
place of the 517, do you think that would be a benefit to the District 
and to the city ? 

Major Sylvester. I am not prepared to answer that question at 
this time, Senator. I have been looking into the proposition which 
has been formulated by the Commissioners and have been trying to 
arrive at some conclusion with regard to it, and if you would not 
insist on that question at this time I would be very much obliged. 

Senator Scott. I do not insist on it. 

The Chairman. Major, how long have you been connected with 
the police department in one capacity and another in the city of 
Washington ? 

Major Sylvester. Twenty-six years. 

The Chairman. Will you state to the committee — and of course it 
is only an approximate statement at best — what the relative preva- 
lence of intoxication in the city or the use of intoxicating drinks is 
as compared, say, to ten or fifteen or twenty years ago? Are we 
growing better or are we growing worse in that regard ? ' 

Major Sylvester. I think in all these respects we are keeping pace 
with the times and with the increase in population. 

The Chairman. We are not growing any worse, are we? 
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Major Sylvester. I do not think we are growing worse. I think 
that the crime and these conditions are about keeping pace with our 
population. When we look back for twelve months and find, by 
the police census just completed, that our population has increased 
10,000 during the last year (and those figures, I believe are as nearly 
accurate as can be) , why, it is something that is worth thinking about. 
We are growing pretty fast. 

There is another thing to be considered. We have brought into 
our community during the last four or five years a great many that I 
would speak of as the outside world, mechanics, and a great many of 
the laboring classes heretofore unknown to this section. That has 
been brought about by reason of the great expenditures that we have 
been making, and the improvements that have been going on. It has 
been an introduction of a new element, and in a measure it ha« given 
the police a new question to deal with. 

The Chairman. On the other hand. Major, in view of the fact that 
we have in the city such a large number of clerks, male and female, 
who are getting good salaries, and who are law-abiding people, and 
the fact that there is a large influx of wealthy people into Washing- 
ton, establishing homes here, do you not think that ought to make us 
a little better people than almost any other community? -^ 

Major Sylvester. Ye>:, sir; I think we should be the best. On the 
other hand, we have 

Senator Scoti'. On the other hand. Major, in line with the chair- 
man's question, would you not think that the clerk, the young man 
who was removed from the restraints of home, and the young woman, 
possibly, too, would be inclined to step aside a little more than they 
would under other conditions ? Of course that is the opposite side of 
the chairman's question. 

The Chairman. Very few of those people are ever arrested, though. 

Major Sylvester. Well, such things are known to our history. 

Senator Carter. Major Sylvester, what in your opinion would be 
the effect of prohibiting saloons altogether outside of the business 
portions of the city? 

Major Sylvester. Oh, I haVe always been a believer, and have so 
recommended to the Commissioners, that saloons, as long as they 
are licensed, should be treated as our other lines of business are and 
confined to the business streets. 

Senator Carter. Confining them to the business streets would 
measurably reduce the police effort, the proper surveillance, I 
presume. 

Major Syl\t:ster. Yes, sir; I think it would, in a measure. 

Senator Carter. Would not that effectually dispose of the so- 
called " growler " system ? 

Major Sylvester. Xo, sir. It might in a measure. I believe that 
if we had a clause in the law making it an offense, it would most 
effectually dispose of it. On the other hand, I find, as I have here- 
tofore said, that there are a large number of these men who are deal- 
ing in liquor who have made an effort, in conjunction with the police 
and public sentiment, to reduce that trade. I find that to be the case. 
1 base my statement on what the police have told me and on no com- 
plaints coming in from quarters where they did that, regarding this 
same character of offense. 
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Senator Scott. Major, the law in regard to Sunday selling is ob- 
served, as a rule, is it not ? 

Major Sylvesi'er. i^es, sir. 

Senator Scott. You have very few arrests of saloon keepers for 
violation of the Sunday selling law ? 

Major Sylvester. Very feAV. Last year I think we had about 24 
charges, where 

Senator Scott. What would you think of limiting the hours of sale 
and saying that they should not sell anything after 10 O'clock p. m. 
and should not be allowed to open their places of business until 7 
o'clock the next morning? Do you think that would be of benefit? 

Major Sylvester. Well, this whole question has been arranged by 
the Commissioners, who are interested in that, and I am not prepared 
to speak offhand on that subject. 

Senator Scott. I should think. Major, that you would be, as the 
head of the Police Department. Would it not lessen the amount of 
drunkenness, or lessen the number of arrests, if the saloons were com- 
pelled to close at 10 o'clock and not open until 7 o'clock, in place of, 
as now, being allowed to keep open until — what is it; 2 o'clock? 

Major Sylvester. Twelve o'clock. 

Senator Scott. And open again at 4 o'clock in the morning. Would 
it not lessen it? 

Major Sylvester. That might be so if all of the other places where 
liquor could be obtained were required to be closed. For instance, if 
a man could go into a club and get what he wanted after he left a 
saloon, it would give us trouble. 

Senator Scott. Would you reconmaend, then, the wiping out en- 
tirely of the club license? 

Major Sylvester. I think it is a matter that ought to be inquired 
into very closely — to see that it is a bona fide club, if it is to be given 
a license at all. 

The Chairman. Have you anything further to state on the general 
subject. Major? 

Major Sylvester. The Commissioner spoke to me about the drink- 
ing, I think, in the neighborhood of the navy -yard. 

The Chairman. Yes ; regarding the making of an additional pro- 
hibition zone? 

Major Sylvester. He asked about the amount of drinking there, 
and the general order in that locality. 

The Chairman. Oh, yes. 

Major Syl\^ster. Generally speaking, I am informed by those who 
have experience and who have charge of the conduct of affairs there, 
as far as the police are concerned, that as a general thing they have 
little more trouble than elsewhere in their precinct except about pay 
day. When the individuals who are employed there are paid off they 
spend more money and indulge in more drinking in that locality than 
they do elsewhere in the precinct. 

Senator Carter. If their pay days Avere less frequent it might re- 
move that to some extent ? 

Major Sylvester. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bi rkp:tt. Major, out in the town where I live they tried 
an experiment, and perhaps it came from some other place. They 
tried the experiment of closing the saloons at 7 o'clock in the evening 
and opening them at 7 o'clock in the morning. This has received a 
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pretty wholesale indorsement among the people on this theory, and I 
want you to comment upon it from your observation. Even those 
who contend that the saloon is a good thing and that a man ought to 
have an opportunity to have a ^ass of beer or something to drink 
occasionally without harming himself, admit that in the evening 
when they loaf around the saloons when they are not at work is the 
time when they do more drinking than is good for them. That is 
said even by those who contend that a few drinks are a good thing 
occasionally^ They say that it becomes more than a question of the 
liberty of the individual; that he goes too far; and they are closing 
the saloons at night there, and, I think, perhaps, in some other places. 
For instance, the laboring man goes there with his comrades and he 
spends more money than he ought to spend, and more than he would 
spend in the day time, and more than is for his good. He takes too 
much money from his family, and more than he would take from 
them in the day time in casual drinking. What do you think of that 
proposition ? 

Major Sylvester. Well, I expect there is much truth in that. If 
a man has not a place to spend his evenings, and he enjoys a drink, 
he will no doubt go to a place where he can find it ; and if he finds 
friends, he will no doubt prolong his hours. I think, perhaps, it 
would apply differently in different communiti^. There might be 
a town where a man had to labor so hard and where he would get 
so tired during the day that he would want to go home and stay 
there. On the other hand, there might be a community where the 
laboring man's duties were such that he could go out and spend an 
evening during the week. Take, for instance, the District of Co- 
lumbia. Take the laboring people here. Saturday night is their 
great night. Saturday night is the night when we have most of our 
arrests. They perhaps double those of any other night in the week. 
Sunday is the quietest day we have. Then we have very few arrests, 
except, as I state, in connection with the speakeasies. We occasionally 
make a raid on them on Sundays. But during the week I find, so far 
as the laboring man is concerned, the man who receives the minimum 
of wages, that he is not out on a lark looking around for a good time. 
It is toward the close of the week when he gets his pay that he will 
go out. 

Senator Burkett. You think, then, that when the saloon is open at 
night it does not have a tendency to take people from their homes at 
night who might otherwise stay there? 

Major Sylvester. I think it does in a measure, yes, sir; but, speak- 
ing of the laboring classes, those who need their money — -. — 

Senator Burkett. They all need their money. 

Major Sylvester (continuing). To whom you referred a while ago 
in your hypothetical case 

Senator Burkett. They all need their money, but I used that illus- 
tration because the laboring man has less money than some. 

Major Sylvester. That fellow is out Saturday night for his good 
time. 

The Chairman. Have you anything further, Major? 

Major Sylvester. Nothing further, thank you. 

The Chairman. We are very much obliged to you. 

Major Syl\t2Ster. Not at all. 

43506—08 5 - • • ' 
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Senator Burkett. Just one moment, Major. You are acquainted 
pretty well with the laboring men in the District, are you not? 

Major Sylvester. Yes, sir. 

Senator Burkett. We had a statement here yesterday from one 
man who claimed that he represented the Central Labor tjnion, and, 
as I understood him, that was the confederated body of the unions 
in the city. He said he spoke for them (I think he used the expres- 
sion that he spoke for nine- tenths of all of them), saying that they 
wanted no change in the liquor laws here, and wanted more freedom, 
if anything, with reference to the saloon business. To-day we have 
had another man, a laboring man, as I understand it, and he says 
that the other man's statement is incorrect. AVhat is your opinion 
as to the laboring men of this District in that particular? 

Major Sylvester. I think they are a good, honest, hard-working 
set. I do not know anything about them otherwise. 

Senator Burkett. Do you know anything about their attitude as 
to the open saloon? 

Major Syl\te8ter. I do not know who their representatives are, 
or what authority they have to represent them here. I do not know 
anything about that. What was your last question? 

Senator Burkett. I asked you if you thought the statement that 
nine-tenths of theni*favor the utmost freedom in the open saloon 
is a correct statement? 

Major Sylvester. Xo, sir; I do not believe it is. 

Senator Burkett. I did not think it was. 

Major Sylvester. I do not think a sentiment prevails here at all, 
among any classes, in favor of the utmost liberty in that regard. 

The Chairman. We are very much obliged to you. Major. 

STATEMENT OF REV. T. M. HARE, SUPERINTENDENT OF THE 
ANTISALOON LEAGUE OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Hare. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would like at this time, 
with the consent of the committee, to put in evidence a statement in 
relation to crime. I am using an official pamphlet from the bureau 
of labor statistics of the State of Wisconsin, which, coming from the 
place it does, could hardly be accused of being prejudiced in favor 
of prohibition. The page of the pamphlet that I would like to put 
in evidence is a resume of a report of the bureau of labor and sta- 
tistics of the State of Massachusetts, the only State that up to date 
has made a thorough investigation and a report on the relation- 
ship of the liquor traffic to crime. I would like to call the attention 
of the committee to those figures. 

The Chairman. Do you refer to pages 167 to 170, inclusive — ^those 
four pages? 

Mr. Hare. Beginning on page 167, with the heading " crime," 
and concluding about the middle of page 168. 

The Chairman. There is no objection to that. You may hand it 
to the stenographer, marking the portions you wish to offer. 

Mr. Hare. I would like to read just one paragraph : 

Of the whole number of offenders addicted to the use of Uquor, namely, 25,137, 
there were 126, or less than 1 in every 100, who used wines only; 4,923, or 
about 17 in every 100, who us.ed lager beer or malt liquors only ; 728, or about 
3 in every 100, who used distilled liquors only ; and 19,990, or about 80 in every 
100, who used all kinds or at least two kinds of liquor. 
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Showing that in these men, who perhaps Avere not even under the 
influence of liquor at the time of the arrest, criminal tendencies are 
probably chargeable to intemperance on the part of their parents. 

The Chairman. A question of heredity. 

Mr. Hare. Yes; and that ought to be taken into consideration at 
all times in considering the effect of the liquor traffic upon the crime 
of the community. 

(The statement offered in evidence by Mr. Hare from the report 
of the bureau of labor and industrial statistics is as follows:) 



Out of 26,672 convictions for various offenses during twelve consecutive 
months, 17,575, or about 66 in every 100, were convictions for drunl^enness, and 
657, or about 2 in every 100, for drunlienness in combination v^rith other offenses. 
Hence, 18,232 convictions, or about 68 in every 100, included drunkenness either 
whoHy or in part. 

In 21,863 cases, about 82 in every 100, the offender was intoxicated at the 
time the offense was committed. In 8,440 cases in which drunkenness did not 
form part of the offenses — that is, in which the offender was convicted of a 
crime other than drunkenness — 3,640, or about 43 in every 100, were cases in 
which the offender was intoxicated at the time the offense was committed. Of 
these 8,440 cases, 4,852, or about 57 in every 100, were cases in which the 
offender was intoxicated at the time the intent was formed to commit the 
offense. 

Out of the whole number of cases, namely, 26,072. there were 22,514 in wliich 
the intemperate habits of the offender led to a condition which induced the 
crime. These constitute about 84 in every 100. Disregarding convictions con- 
nected with drunkenness there remain 4,294 convictions for other crimes com- 
mitted under conditions created by the intemperate habits of the criminal. 
These constitute nearly 51 in every 100 of the total number of convictions for 
crimes other than drunkenness. 

In 16,115 cases, about 60 in every 100, the intemperate habits of persons other 
than the offender were said to have been influential in the commitment of the 
offense, and 3,611, or about 43 in every 100, of the total convictions for crimes 
other than drunkenness were of this class. 

Of the total number of convictions, namely, 26,672, the number of offenders 
addicted to the use of liquor (no discrimination being made as to sex) was 
25,137, or about 04 in every 100. The excessive drinkers numbered 4,516, 
about 17 in every 100, and the total abstainers numbered 1,535, about 6 in 
every 100. Of the total abstainers, however, 632 were minors. There were 
also 680 minors addicted to the use of liquor. Excluding all the minors, 
whether total abstainers or not, we have 25,630 offenders, Qf which number 
24,457, or about 96 in every 100, were addicted to the use of liquor, including 
4,482 excessive drinkers and 19,975 drinkers not classed as excessive. Of the 
whole number of offenders nearly 58 in every 100 had fathers who were ad- 
dicted to the use of liquor, while about 20 in every 100 had mothers addicted 
to the use of llqiior. 

Of the whole number of offenders addicted to the use of liquor, namely, 
25,137, there were 126, or less than 1 in every 100, who used wines only ; 4,923, 
or about 37 in every 100, who used lager beer or malt liquors only ; 728, or about 
3 in every 100, who used distilled liquors only, and 10,990, or about 80 in every 
100, who used all kinds, or at least two kinds, of liquor. 

The Chairman. The gentleman who was addressing the committee 
when we took our recess will be heard further, with the understanding 
that he will make his remarks as brief as possible. 

STATEMENT OF MR. HUGH F. HARVEY— Continued. 

Mr. Harvey. I will be very brief, Mr. Chairman. There is not 
much more to say. I desire to say here that I do not think the liauor 
interests of the District of Columbia have anything to be ashamect of, 
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in the light of the report of the superintendent of police, compared 
with any other city in this country with 339,000 population, and 
under similar circumstances, I doubt if any other chief of police in 
ady other city could give the liquor business as good a record. 

Senator Burkett. According to that comparative statement that 
may be true, but it is not very creditable if it is all as bad as that. 

Mr. Harvey. Do you think his statement was very bad ? 

Senator Burkett. I do not know. You said you took some gratifi- 
cation to yourself in the light of that report. You therefore vouch 
for its truthfulness. If it is true that more than 3,000 arrests, more 
than 33J per cent of the arrests, are traceable to your business alone, 
1 say it is not very creditable. That is all. 

Mr. Harvey. I contend that it is the easiest thing in the world for 
a man to say, when he is accused of any crime, or is arrested, that 
liquor was the cause of it, because he immediately gets the sympathy 
o'z his auditors. 

Senator Burkett. I understand that. I was just taking your state- 
ment and putting it in the other column ; that is all. 

Mr. Harvey. 1 desire to say further that we would prefer to see a 

{)rohibition bill enacted rather than to see Senate bill 6264 become a 
aw. If it is the intention of Congress to destroy a business that until 
this hour has been legitimate, thereby ruining the property and sav- 
ings of law-abiding men who have conducted their business in good 
faith and in the assurance of the law's protection, we ask that this 
destruction shall come at one fell swoop. We do not wish any pro- 
longed tortue added to the act of destruction. 

The Chairman. Will you address yourself to some of the features 
of this bill, and will you point out the parts of the bill which will 
accomplish what you suggest; and also in the recommendation of the 
Commissioners ? 

Mr. Harvey. I said in the earlier part of my statement. Senator, 
that either the recommendation of the Commissioners or this bill 
would practically be a prohibitory measure. We could not comply 
with it. 

The Chairman. In Massachusetts they have a law allowing only 
one saloon for each 1,000 inhabitants. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. If it works well in Massachusetts, and they get 
rum enough there without any trouble, why would it not be a good 
thing for the District of Columbia ? Take that feature of it. 

Mr. Harvey. Here you have not only the feature of one saloon 
for every 1,000, but you say in your bill that within 1,000 feet of a 
public or private school, college or university, playground, park, or 
any place of religious worship, liquor can not be sold. 

If you will just stop to think for a moment, it would hardly leave 
one place on Pennsylvania avenue. It would hardly leave a place 
outside of the residential sections. That would hit the business sec- 
tions very hard — that clause with reference to not selling liquor with- 
in 1,000 feet of a public park. All these little reservations along 
Pennsylvania avenue would enter into it; 1,000 feet means prac- 
tically about three of our average squares. You can readily see that 
most of the places would be hit by that rule alone. That would 
eliminate those in the business section. 
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There is also a clause in the bill which says that liquor can not be 
sold in an establishment to women, excepting it be a hotel — of course, 
with more than 50 rooms. j^^^ 

That, if it went into effect, would destroy some very respectame 
places here that have dining rooms connected with them, where ladies 
can go with their husbands or with members of their family. Take 
Harvey's place on the Avenue. There is a place that would be de- 
stroyed by that. That is one of the oldest places in Washington. 
Take the Losekam on F street. That is another one; and they are 
very respectable places, both of them. There are others in town here, 
that I can not call to mind just now, that would be affected by that 
clause. 

I am only pointing out here that the bill itself is practically a pro- 
hibitory measure, if it is passed as it is worded now. 

The Chairman. That is precisely what I wanted you to do, to point 
out the features of the bill that justify you in making the broad state- 
ment you make. 

Mr. Harvey. I trust you understand that I am making this state- 
ment just from the way we see it, and from our side; and we are 
making it and giving it to you here in an honest manner. If you do 
not see it our way, that is exactly your right ; but we are telling you 
just as we see it from the liquor man's standpoint. 

Senator Carter. One of your objections is to the 1,000 feet limit? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir; the 1,000 feet. 

Senator Carter. That you claim would destroy many established 
places and drive them out of business ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes. 

Senator Carter. Very well. What is your next specific objection? 

Mr. Harvey. Well, I trust. Senator, you will remember that in the 
opening part of my statement I said we were opposed to any change 
in the existing law. 

Senator Carter. I understand you are now dwelling upon your 
statement to the effect that this proposed measure would, in truth and 
in fact, bring about prohibition instead of regulation ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir ; it w ould. 

Senator Carter. And you allege that by reason of the 1,000-feet 
limit a very large number of reputable places would be driven out of 
business ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Carter. What other clauses in the proposed measure would 
operate with like effect? 

Mr. Harvey. I have in this brief about covered all of those things, 
but I am trying now to eliminate some of the reading of it. 

Senator Carter. We will read the brief; but we would be glad to 
have your views distinctly stated upon that specific point, in order 
that we may get through with it. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

Section 18 of the bill provides that whenever a majority of the 
owners of real estate and a majority of the householders " within 
any number of city squares or blocks located conti^ouslv and com- 
pactly," shall petition the excise board for prohibition of the manu- 
facture or sale of intoxicating liquors within such an area, said peti- 
tion shall operate as and for a prohibition of the granting of liquor 
licenses therein for three years thereafter, and until a petition signed 
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by a majority of the same classes shall be presented asking for the 
granting of licenses in such an area. 

That would mean this: Take any business block, no matter where 
it may be, located along F street or Pennsylvania avenue. As I read 
this law, '' any number of blocks adjoining it," they could get some 
of the people in a business block to join with them in some of the 
residence blocks; and if a majority of the people, including the busi- 
ness blocks with the residence blocks, would petition against a license 
and make this a dry zone, there could be no license issued in the 
business block. That is a point, I think, that would destroy the 
business places on business streets. 

Senator Carter. Do you not think this business ought to be con- 
fined to the business stre^ets? 

Mr. Har\T!:y. Well, I do not know that that would regulate it, 
Senator. I do not know that that would be helpful. I feel that 
the people who want liquor will go any distance for it, and ^he 
farther you remove the people from the places where they can pro- 
cure it the greater distance they have to carry it — perhaps carrying 
it by the (K)ors and faces of those people who, on principle, are 
opposed to it. As for the " growler " business, I want to say that 
the saloon keepers make no money out of the sale of liquor in buckets 
and cans. That is done as a matter of accommodation to the people 
who come for it. The liquor people here, through their associa- 
tion, tried to destroy that class or business of their own volition, and 
they met with such statements from people in their neighborhood as 
this : " If you will not sell me beer in a bucket or in a pitcher when 
I come here I will be opposed to you continuing with your license." 
Those statements and similar statements were made to the Liquor 
Dealers' Association here as stated by various members of that 
association at the time when we had the matter up and were 
considering it. We then, as a body, started to sell not less than 
10 cents worth of beer, as a soil of compromise, to try to elimi- 
nate it as far as possible. The liquor dealers themselves would 
like very much to eliminate the " growler " feature. They do 
not want to sell it. There are many places here that will not sell it. 
Just a suggestion or a hint from the excise board would immediately 
stop every sale of that kind now, without any further law. 

The Chairman. Without anything further? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir; one word from them, and I will guarantee 
you that there will never be a drop sold in a pitcher or in a bucket 

We submit that this is an attempt to secure prohibition in this 
District by indirection. That is, as I said in the beginning, the fea- 
tures of this bill show that it is a prohibitory measure. It is an at- 
tempt to secure prohibition by indirection, and against the will of a 
majority of the people living m any particular section of the city. It 
is an invitation to increase those zones and to create irregular zones 
where liquor can not be sold, carrying out what I said in the begin- 
ning. There may be a residential section where there is nothing but 
residences, but under this bill three or four residence blocks can take 
in a business block with them, and destroy the sale there. 

At present the property owners and residents in every block, to- 
gether with those of tne block confronting them, may have saloons or 
may prevent their establishment, as they see fit. If this absolute local- 
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option law is obnoxious to prohibitionists, let them demand that the 

?uestion of prohibition be submitted to all of the residents of the 
)istrict in a body, and we shall make no objection. 

In other words, if it comes down to the proposition that we must 
have these sections, rather than to have particular sections, we say 
submit the whole matter to the people, and let them decide it as an 
entiretj^, rather than in these little sections. 

Section 6 of Senate bill 6264 requires every applicant for a 
liquor license to obtain the written consent of a majority of real- 
estate owners and householders within the square in which it is de- 
sired to locate such business and w^ithin the three other squares located 
nearest to said place of business, and to renew this application each 
year. 

I have quite a little in my brief on that, and I will simply let that 
go in, because I have talked somewhat on that, Mr. Chairman. 

The Chair3ian. Your entire brief will be printed in the record of 
the proceedings. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

After an applicant has obtained a liquor license and has opened a 
place of business, it is presumed that the residents of the neighbor- 
hood have no objection to the continuance of the business. The law 
as it stands in this District is based on this presumption. There is no 
necessity whatever for canvassing the area each year. If a majority 
of the neighbors are opposed to a saloon, they may sign a petition to 
have it abolished. This is the proper course to pursue, since signa- 
tures to such a petition would not have to be purchased, and there 
would be no inducement to crime. 

If the men engaged in the liquor business were to go out and try 
to get signatures, they would be likely to find it a great deal harder 
matter than would the person w^ho wanted to get signatures against 
the place. There are men who are drinking men, men who are not 
opposed to the saloons, who will take advantage of the fact that you 
need their signatures in order to remain in business ; and when a 
saloon keeper would pav a pretty good license and then take care of 
three or four squares, if he chose to get down as low as to pay them, 
I do not think there would be much left for him after about one year; 
and certainly the second year somebody else would have to try for it. 

The Chairman. You think he would have to be pretty liberal in 
extending credit ? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not think there is a business in this city that 
would justify it. Senator. 

There is another clause relative to the school and the church. 
Under the law as it now stands it is provided that — 

License for any of the purposes specified shall not be granted to any person 
to conduct such business within 400 feet of a public schoolhouse, private school, 
or house of religious worship, except in such places of business as may have 
been located previous to the erection or occupation of such schoolhouse, private 
school, or house of religious worship. 

In this bill there is no provision made for that ; and if a man should 
be fortunate enough, after all kinds of work and expenditure of 
money, to obtain his license when he applied, the first year, the next 
year there would be a perambulating school or church located within 
the 1,000 feet limit. 

Senator Burkett. What is a perambulating school or church? 
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Mr. Harvey. A perambulating school is a school that can move 
around after it has accomplished its purpose of, perhaps, destrojdng 
a liquor establishment. Then it can be moved into another section, 
where it can destroy another. 

Senator Burketi'. Where did you ever hear of such a thing? 

Mr. Harvey. The word " perambulating " is used, not particularly 
in connection with schools, but in any other connection, and the word 
is simply used there 

Senati)r Burkett. Yes; there may be some other things, but you 
confine it to schools now. 

Mr. Harvey. Schools or churches — any kind of a school. Under 
this act I should think that a music teacher and 10 or 15 scholars oc- 
cupying space in a building would be considered a school. That 
would be an educational place. ' Or a German professor with 12 or 
15 scholars, or a French professor, I should think, under this bill as it 
reads, and as I understand it, could be considered a school. 

Senator Burkett. How has it been considered in the past ? 

Mr. Harvey. I think it is considered that way now. I think that 
practically the construction that is now put on a school or a church 
is just about as I have stated. I do not think that the excise board 
feels that it has any right under the present law to grant a license 
within 400 feet of any such place as I nave just mentioned, and I do 
not think that they have granted one. If they have, I do not know 
it. So I think this should be protected. If you leave out that " ex- 
cept in such places as have already been established," or " prior to the 
passage of this act," immediately the next year all the places, as you 
can readily see, if people so desired, could be put out of business. I 
do not know that they would do it, but I say they could. 

Senator Burkett. Do you know how many new licenses have been 
granted in the last year in new localities? 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know of any new localities, sir. I think 
very likely there may have been one or two or three licenses granted 
in the business sections. One of those, I think, was a hotel. The law 
we are now working under gives the excise board the right to grant to 
a hotel at all times a license, provided it complies with the law. 

Senator Burkett. So that this perambulating school, then, really 
has not cut any figure in the past? 

Mr. Harvey. It has not, Senator, because the law says that if the 
place was licensed at the time of the passage of the act of 1893, or if 
it was there prior to the establishment of the school or church, it shall 
not be disturbed ; but this bill does not provide for that. That is the 
point I am making. 

Senator Burkett. The fact is that there is not a place in the busi- 
ness section of the town, down on Pennsylvania avenue, or on F street, 
where you could get enough signatures to enable a saloon to come into 
the section to-day, is there ? 

Mr. Harvey. To enable a saloon to come into it ? 

Senator Burkett. Yes. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir ; there was one recently established at the cor- 
ner of Fourteenth and F streets, the most prominent corner in Wash- 
ington, or perhaps one of the most prominent. That place opens to- 
day, by the way. 

Senator Burkett. What building is that ? 

Mr. Harvey. It is in the Westory building, in the business section. 

The Chairman. That is what they call the " chop house?" 
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Mr. Harvey. Yes : Keane's chop house. 

The Chairman. Why do they call it that? 

Mr. Harvey. That is the name designated by tfee owner. 

The Chairman. Oh I That is the name of it. (Laughter.) 

Mr. Harvey. Yes; I think the name is perfectly proper, because 
he has gone to considerable expense to fit up a kitchen for the prepa- 
ration of steaks and chops. 

J5enator Carter. It is something like the name of your association, 
" Mercantile." 

Mr. Harvey. It is mercantile, Senator. We contend that it is a 
mercantile association, absolutely as much so as any other business. 
The name " chop house " had nothing to do with the granting of the 
liquor license at Fourteenth and F streets. 

I'he Chairman. Well, we will not quarrel over that. 

Mr. ±1ar\':ey. All right. Excuse me. 

r^enator Burketi\ It is a fact, though, is it not, that there is not 
any saioon on F street from Fourteenth street clear along to Seventh 
street? 

Mr. Har\^y. Yes, sir; there is the Losekam, and there is one at 
Tenth and F streets, one between Eighth and Ninth, and another at 
Seventh and F. The Ebbitt House and Kean's, making six. 

senator Bi^rkett. But it would be pretty difficult to get a saloon 
aion^ tnere, would it not? 

Mr. Harvey. Well, that I do not know. I do not know that any 
one nas tried it. It would be very expensive. 

Senator Burkett. None of those good stores would tolerate the 
establishment of a saloon along their block if they could prevent it, 
would they ? 

Mr. Harvey. I think, on the contrary, that the stores would all 
sign for a license. However, I feel that the rent is so high along 
those streets, and the expense of conducting a place would be so great, 
that perhaps it would not be well from a financial standpoint to at- 
tempt it. 1 doubt very much the success of some of the recent appli- 
cations, because the expenses are so heavy. I doubt whether some of 
them will pull through financially. The expense, of conducting the 
saloon business is very heavy, and a man has got to safeguard that 
portion of it, because it is not all velvet. There is a great deal of 
expense in connection with the liquor business — more than people 
on the outside have any idea of. The proof of that is that there are 
very few of our people in the city here who have any money or pos- 
sess anything outside of the property they are in — 1 mean the busi- 
ness, not the building — and the clothes on their backs, perhaps, and 
a little bit of money in bank that would not last them six months if 
they were out of business. As a rule they are sober men, men that 
take good care of themselves. A gi*eat mau}^ of our men do not drink 
anything at all, and they have no habits of throwing their money 
away. They are careful and frugal, but with all that, at the end of 
ten or twelve or fifteen years, they just about come out even. They 
have lived, of course, during that time; but that is about all most of 
them get out of it. 

Senator Carter. To what extent are the saloons owned by breAvers 
in this city ? 

Hr. Harvey. In this city I do not think there is much of that. I 
do not think there is much of it, sir. 
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The Chairman. It is the common practice in some other cities for 
the brewers to pay the license for saloons. 

Mr. Harvey. So J. have been informed ; but in this city I believe 
Dim and Bradstreet will show that the liquor people of Washington 
are a pretty safe risk, that as a rule thev are frugal, careful men, and 
that investments are safe with them. Outside people have no trouble 
about their bills, and they are generally paid. They are a law-abid- 
ing class of men that mean to do right by their fellow men. 

The Chairman. Hurry along, if you please, Mr. Harvey. We 
have lost a good deal of time. 

Mr. Har\t:y. All right, sir. I am, perhaps, the only one directly 
interested in the business that is here at this time, Mr. Chairman, and 
any time that you spare to me will be practically given to that busi- 
ness. 

The Chairman. Well, you have some coadjutors, I think. 

Mr. Harvey. I do not know, sir. I wanted to read a list of some 
of those who have protested against any change in the existing law — 
some of the people, organizations, etc. 

I beg to call your attention to the expressions of citizens and or- 
ganizations of the District of Columbia protesting against prohibition 
or any change in the existing law. These are on record. I do not 
know whether you have received all of them here or not. I suppose 
you have some of them, but the House committee I know has aU of 
them. I think your committee here has received duplicates of these. 

The Chairman. They very largely went to the House committee, I 
believe. 

Mr. Har\tey. Yes, sir. The Chamber of Commerce of Washington, 
which is a representative body of business men of Washington, have 
petitioned for no change in the present law. In that organization are 
bankers, brokers, and all kinds of merchants. It is the representative 
business organization of the District of Columbia. 

The Chairman. Did they consider this matter at a public meet- 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir; and resolutions were adopted protesting 
against any change. A copy of those resolutions should have been 
sent here. I saw a copy in the House committee, and there should 
have been one sent here, too. 

Senator Burketi\ That was when the prohibition agitation 
was up ? 

Mr. Harvey. I judge it was about a month ago. 

Senator Burkett. Yes. 

Mr. Harvey. Well, the prohibition agitation, the Simms bill, was 
two months or more ago. 

Senator Burkett. That was in response to that ; and I will saj also 
that a banker was at my house last night, and he said that it did not 
represent the Chamber of Commerce, nor any large portion of it. 

Mr. Harvey. AATiat ?^ The resolution? 

Senator Bx^rkett. Yes; and he is a big banker, as big as any in 
the city. 

Mr. Harvey. Senator, it was passed by vote of the organization. 

Senator Burkett. Excuse me 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir; and certainly the members of that organiza- 
tion must stand by the majority vote of their organization, or with- 
draw ; one thing or the other. 



IKTOXrOATING LIQTJOBS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 75 

Then there is a petition of the residents and taxpayers of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, numbering about 35,000, presented by the Personal 
Liberty I^eague before the District Committee of the House. That 
also says "no change." It is not only against prohibition, but no 
change in the existing law is desired. 

The Personal Liberty League itself, composed of about 1,000 
members. 

The German-American Building Association, of the District of 
Columbia, with $1^00,000 capital and 3,000 members, all taxpayers 
in the District of Columbia, protesting against any change in the 
existing law. That is about the way they had it worded there. 

The Chairman. There are two Personal Liberty Leagues, are 
there? 

Mr. Harvey. No; there is one. 

Senator Burkett. What is the Personal Liberty League? 

Mr. Harvey. The Personal Liberty League is composed of people 
of all callings who are opposed to any curtailing of their rights and 
privileges. 

Senator Carter. In any direction? 

Mr. Harvey. Well, I do not know. I know the stand they have 
taken on this question. They had a public meeting at the Masonic 
Temple a few weeks ago, and they had to turn people away from 
there. They had speakers there, Catholic priests, an army officer, 
lawyers, labor leaders, heads of German societies, and several other 
speakers, including some ladies. It w^as quite a large meeting, any- 
how, and was held on a Sunday night. 

And the United German Societies of the District of Columbia 

The Chairman. The National Colored Personal Liberty League 
desire to be heard. This seems to be a great city for personal liberty 
leagues. 

Mr. Harvey. Well, Mr. Chairman, there is not much chance here 
except through these leagues. I have heard some of the members of 
the committee advocate these citizens' associations and others, and I 
guess they come under that head. 

The Chairman. They have not quite driven us crazy as yet. 
[Laughter.] There are thirty-odd of them. 

Mr. Harvey. The Benevolent Butchers' Association of the District 
of Columbia. 

The outing clubs of the District of Columbia. 

The Washington Sick Relief Association — I do not know who they 
are. I just copied it down, as people who protested. 

The German Orphan Asyhim Association of the District of Colum- 
bia. 

Arminius Lodge No. 25, F. A. A. M., of the District of Columbia. 

The Columbia Ice Company. 

Veterans of the Eighth Battalion of the District of Columbia. 

The Central Labor Union of the District of Columbia, having about 
25,000 members. 

William Tell Lodge No. 5, I. O. K. of P. of the District of 
Columbia. 

The Concordia Circle of the District of Columbia. 

The Bakers" Benevolent Association of the District of Columbia. 

German Beneficial Union of the District of Columbia. 

Norwegian Society of the District of Columbia. 
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Petitions from lawyers, doctors, druggists, cigar dealers, clothiers, 
furniture dealers, hotel keepers, liverymen, second-hand dealers, real 
estate firms, German- American societies, and lettefs from men and 
women residing and paying taxes in the District of Columbia, too 
numerous to mention. 

There are stacks of them that high [indicating], and they all say 
that they want no change in the present law. Some of them, of which 
I have a list, here, speak of prohibition only, so I will not read those. 
Among those for prohibition only is the National German- American 
Alliance of the United States, with 1,500,000 people. I will not read 
these because they deal with prohibition only. 

Senator Burkett. Who paid for all that? 

Mr. Harvey. Every name was voluntarily furnished by these good 
people as exponents of personal liberty. I do not want it to be un- 
derstood that we recede any, and do not think this is a prohibitory 
measure. We feel that this bill is prohibitory, just as much so as 
any other prohibition bill ; and, as I said in the beginning, we would 
rather have prohibition out and out than to be cut down slowly, piece 
by piece. 

Now, if there is any question that any member of the committee 
desires to ask me, I would be glad to answer it from the standpoint 
of one actively engaged in the business. I was at work in the business 
this morning, and I waited on a number of people before I came here. 
I will do the same thing again to-night. I have been located wh^rse- 1 
am now for eleven years, and have been in the business all my life. 
I will answer from my particular standpoint, anj^ question that any 
member desires to ask me. 

The Chairman. I think we understand your attitude; you have 
made it pretty clear. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. And you are really a very eloquent advocate of a 
bad cause. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Harvey. I agree, perhaps, Senator, with all but the last part 
of your remark. [Laughter.] If I were not so modest I would 
agree to more. 

The Chairman. A German association — I have forgotten the name 
of it — desires to be heard. 

Mr. Harvey. I will say that Mr. Kurt Voelkner has sent word that, 
due to serious illness in his family, he will not be able to come, but 
that he would like to submit a report to you gentlemen. He will 
send it here. He has a wife who is very sick, and he can not leave 
her bedside. 

The Chairman. Well, we will consider it. The Chairman will not 
commit himself to the extent of saying that it will go in the record 
precisely as he submits it, because the committee might want to inter- 
rogate Mr. Voelkner, if he were present, on some of the points 
which he would urge. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. However, if it is, as I expect it will be, a proper 
document, it will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Harvey. I think he has some statistics to show — consumption, 
etc. — as to what the German people like to do. 
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(The unread portions of Mr. Harvey's brief are as follows:) 
Yet on the 1st day of July, 1907, the police force of the District 
amounted to only 719 men, from the supermtendent down to the new- 
est private. This is the smallest police force in proportion to the 
urban area under its protection to be found in any city in the world. 
When it is borne in mind that the protection of the White House re- 
quires the services of 38 men out of this small force, and that the 
floating population of the national capital is always very large, 
amounting sometimes to tens of thousands of strangers, it must be 
admitted that the residents as a whole are remarkably orderly and 
law-abiding. It is for this reason that the people of Washington are 
satisfied with the present well-tested law and opposed to experi- 
ments in extreme legislation. 

The population of this District in 1900 was 278,718, or 61,000 less 
than in 1908. In 1900 the number of liquor licenses granted was 516, 
and the number of applications rejected was 9. Last year, with 
a greatly increased population, the number of licenses granted was 
521, and the number of applications rejected was 27. The excise 
board is reducing the number of saloons in proportion to popu- 
lation, and acting with greater caution in granting licenses. The 
licensed liquor dealers of Washington must stand a very severe ex- 
amination as to their good character before they can obtain licenses. 
They are orderly and law-abiding as a class, as is proved by the fact 
that only 4 were convicted of violating the excise law in the year 
ending March 2, 1908. More than 99 in 100, in other words, are com- 
plying with the law. 

WHY SENATE BILL 6264 SHOULD NOT BE ENACTED. 

We would prefer to see a prohibition bill enacted than to see Senate 
bill 6264 become a law. If it is the intention of Congress to destroy a 
business that until this hour has been legitimate, thereby ruining the 
property and savings of law-abiding men who have conducted their 
business in good faith and in the assurance of the law's protection, we 
ask that this destruction shall come at one fell swoop. We do not wish 
any prolonged torture added to the act of destruction. If prohibi- 
tion IS constitutional and can be accomplished directly, why should it 
be attempted indirectly? We declare that Senate bill 6264 is in its 
essence a prohibition bill, so intended by its f ramers. 

Section 18 of said bill provides that whenever a majority of the 
owners of real estate and a majority of the householders "within 
any number of city squares or blocks located contiguously and com- 
pactly " shall petition the excise board for prohibition of the. manu- 
facture or sale of intoxicating liquors within such an area, said peti- 
tion shall operate as and for a prohibition of the granting of liquor 
licenses therein for three years, and thereafter until a petition signed 
by a majority of the same classes shall.be presented asking for the 
granting of licenses in such an area. The excise board is required to 
act upon such a prohibition petition within thirty days of its filing, 
its finding to go into effect within twenty days thereafter. 

We submit that this is an attempt to secure prohibition in this Dis- 
trict by indirection and against the will of a majority of the people 
living in any particular section of the city. It is an invitation to 
create gerrymander districts for prohibition purposes by including 
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blocks in which prohibition sentiment prevails and excluding adjoin- 
ing blocks where antiprohibition sentiment prevails. Thus the resi- 
dents of two or three adjoining blocks who are opposed to prohibition 
might have it forced upon them, while under the law as it exists at 
present no such violation of local option is possible. 

At present the property owners and residents in every block, to- 
gether with those of the block confronting them, may have saloons or 
may prevent their establishment, as they see fit. If this absolute local- 
option law is obnoxious to prohibitionists, let them demand that the 
question of prohibition be submitted to all the residents of the District 
in a body and we shall make no objection. But we do object to devi- 
ous and indirect attempts to defeat the wishes of the people of any 
section of the city by forcing upon them the wishes of another section. 

"an act to promote bribery, perjury, and other CRIMES IN THE 
DISTRICT of COLUMBIA." 

Section of Senate bill 6264 requires every applicant for a liquor 
license to obtain the written consent of a majority of real estate own- 
ers and householders within the square in which it is desired to locate ' 
such business and Avithin the three other sq^uares located nearest to 
said place of business, and to renew this application each year. 

Such a provision is nothing less than the promotion of bribery, 
perjury, and other crimes. >so person familiar with conditions as 
they exist in the District of Columbia affecting the liquor business 
can be ignorant of the fact that applicants for saloon licenses are 
sometimes "• held up " by property owners and residents within the 
local-option area and forced to give a valuable consideration for sig- 
natures to the application. As the law now stands, the holders of 
licenses are not required to obtain the permission of a majority of 
property owners and residents in his neighborhood in order to renew 
his license year by year. Therefore when a license is once issued there 
can be no bribeiy or perjury or other crime in connection with the 
business. 

It is a notorious fact, however, that when an applicant for a license 
asks his neighbors to permit him to open a place of business, he is 
sometimes forced to loan money, contribute ^oceries, coal, or liquors, 
make presents, or otherwise directly or indirectly bribe the persons 
whose signatures he seeks. He does not do this willingly. He would 
be glad to escape such exactions, and does escape them after the 
license has been issued. But if he were compelled to submit to such 
exactions every year, he would be compelled to go out of business. 
Or, if the area of local option were extended, the number of persons 
who would extort money or other valuable considerations from the 
applicant for a license would be so large that the applicant would 
be forced to engage in bribery on an extended scale or abandon his 
effort to engage in business.. If the honest will of property owners 
and residents of a local-option area could be obtained, there would 
not be such a strong objection to the renewal of applications every 
year; but the honest will of all the persons interested can not be 
obtained, and there is always a small minority of dishonest and 
unscrupulous persons whose signatures are sufecient to turn the 
scale and who do not hesitate to take advantage of this fact to extort 
money from the applicant. We have protested against this state of 
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affairs and would welcome any legislation making it a crime to offer 
or accept a bribe in connection with signatures to liquor-license 
applications or to testify falsely as to the offering or accepting of 
such a bribe. We certainly protest against such a provision as sec- 
tion 6 of Senate bill 6264, which vastly extends the possibilities of 
crime in this connection. 

After an applicant has obtained a liquor license and opened a place 
of business, it is presumed that the residents of the neighborhood 
have no objection to the continuance of the business. The law as it 
stands in this District is based on this presumption. There is no 
necessity whatever for canvassing the area each year. If a majority 
of the neighbors are opposed to a saloon, they may sign a petition 
to have it abolished. This is the proper course to pursue, since signa- 
tures to such a petition would not have to l)e purchased and there 
would be no inducement to crime. 

CHUllCHES AND SCHOOLS ON AVHEELS. 

Section 15 of Senate bill 6264 provides that no liquor license shall 
be granted at a place of business within 1,000 feet of a public or pri- 
vate school, college, university, playground, park, or any place of 
religious worship owned or occupied as a whole or in part by a reli- 
gious society or organization for regular public worship. This section 
IS another cunning and indirect attempt to secure prohibition legisla- 
tion in this District. If the bill were enacted with this provision as 
it stands, every saloon, brewery, and other liquor establishment in 
this District could be closed and kept closed, although Congress and 
the people might not have desired such a result. 

Under the existing law it is provided that •' license for any of the 
purposes specified shall not be granted to any person to conduct such 
business within 400 feet of a public schoolhouse, private school, or 
house of religious worship, except in such places of business as may 
have been located previous to the erection or occupation of such school- 
house, private school, or house of religious worship," etc. 

The exception made in the existing law has been entirely omitted 
in section 15 of the Senate bill. The effect of this omission is to per- 
mit the establishment of a temporary school or place of religious 
worship near a liquor establishment and thereby force the excise 
board to revoke the liquor license and close the place. We have heard 
that similar legislation has been smuggled into the laws in other com- 
munities, resulting in the immediate creation of itinerant and per- 
ambulating " churches " and " schools," on wheels, readily removable 
from one part of a city to another, wherever it was desired to close a 
saloon. We do not care to compete with any persons employing such 
tactics to accomplish their ends. We are willing to accept the will of 
a majority of the people of any neighborhood of this city, large or 
small, providing that such will is honestly expressed and obtained 
without coercion or bribery. We know that a majority of the people 
of this District are opposed to prohibition. We ask that the estab- 
lished custom be retained as being the nearest approach possible to a 
fair and honest expression of the popular will on the subject of 
saloons. We protest against the secret or open enactment of such a 
provision as that which places churches and schools on wheels in order 
to close saloons which would not be closed by a vote of the people. 
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There are other features of Senate bill 6264 to which we take excep- 
tion on the ground that they are not in harmony with the title of the 
bill itself, which is '' to regulate the sale of intoxicating liquors in the 
District of Columbia/' We contend that these provisions, together 
with those we have discussed, are not offered in good faith, but are 
intended to destroy and prohibit the sale or manufacture of liquor in 
this District, and not to regulate the same. The bill is an attempt to 
indirectly do what should be done directly, if it is to be done at all. 
A^Tiy is indirection attempted ? Is it because the interests behind this 
bill are afraid that a prohibition law would be unconstitutional ? We 
believe that such a law would be unconstitutional, and we are satis- 
fied that the prohibition advocates have reached the same conclusion. 

IS PROHIBITION UNCONSTITUTIONAL? 

Holding, as we do, that Senate bill 6264 is as much a prohibition bill 
as if its title and meaning were honestly and directly stated, we beg 
leave to submit these reasons why we believe a prohibition law in this 
District would be unconstitutional. 

This association believes that it is most unjust and contrary to 
public policy to destroy the investments which have been made in the 
liquor business in the District of Columbia by making a legitimate 
business illegitimate. The liquor business is now as legitimate as 
any other business. The abuse of the liquor traffic should be pre- 
vented, and no reasonable man objects to legislation controlling the 
production, distribution, and use of liquor. But it is one thing to 
regulate and another thing to destroy. In destroying the legitimate 
liquor business a prohibition law would merely promote the ille- 
gitimate distribution of liquor, which has made the prohibition 
States notoriously successful in turning out drimkards and law- 
breakers. Thus, instead of stamping out the abuse of liquor, with 
which we are in sympathy, prohibition laws breed new and even 
greater abuses. 

The investments in the liquor business in the District of Columbia 
have been made by law-abiding men in pursuance of law and on the 
assurance of the lawful protection of property. It is now proposed 
that this property shall be destroyed without just compensation or 
by due process of law, on the theory that the liquor business is in- 
herently vicious and contrary to public policy. Is it charged that 
the reasonable use of liquor is contrary to public policy ? Not at all. 
It is the abuse of liquor that is held to be vicious. We agree with 
that view, and we stand ready to cooperate with any person for the 
correction of the abuses. We do not object to any law that will 
correct the liquor abuses. We hold that the existing law of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia does prevent such abuses, and that the substitutes 
offered, whether in the form of prohibition or an amendment of the 
existing local-option law, do not improve the local situation. We 
contend that while prohibition would not. be effective, it would con- 
fiscate the capital now invested in the liquor business without just 
compensation or due process of law. Dynamite is a useful substance 
when properly used ; but when improperly used^ it becomes a menace 
to the puolic welfare. Because dynamite 'sometimes is improperly 
used, is it proposed to prohibit its manufacture, sale, or use, thereby 
destroying the capital invested in powder factories? Would any 
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person seriously propose the confiscation of powder factories without 

{ust compensation? Yet the manufacture and sale of liquor is as 
egitimate as tlie manufacture and sale of dynamite. 

Why is liquor singled out as the one commodity in the world which 
is to be outlawed because it is sometimes misused s Is it not wiser and 
better to provide against this misuse than to attempt to make it an 
outlaw? Liquor has existed since mankind has existed, and it will 
exist to the end of time. If it is made an outlaw it will live an out- 
law's life, rimning to excess, and raising its hand against every man. 
We point to the shocking state of affairs in prohibition States through 
the South, where perjury, increased drimkenness, and other misde- 
meanors and excesses have been inspired by the misuse of liquor aris- 
ing from the fact that liquor has been made an outlaw. We hold that 
it IS an arbitrary use of power, and an unconstitutional act, to attempt 
by prohibition to interfere with the inherent right of every man 
to manage his own personal being as he pleases, so long as lie does not 
interfere with the rights of others. 

What is to become of the property stricken down by the enactment 
of a prohibition law in the District of Columbia ? Is it " due process 
of law " to enact a law which will destroy this property ? The fifth 
amendment of the Constitution of the United States provides that no 
State shall deprive a man of his life, liberty, or property without 
due process or law. Can Congress deprive a man of his property 
in this District without due process of law or just compensation? Is 
a law-abiding and tax-paying citizen engaged in the liquor business 
and its manufacture to be declared an outlaw and stripped of his 
property without reimbursement i Such a law would be a monstrous 
act of injustice and abhorrent to the practices of civilized nations. 
We call attention to the proposed legislation in Great Britain, by 
which holders of liquor licenses are to be reimbursed by the Govern- 
ment upon the surrender of their licenses. The aggregate value of the 
32,000 licenses which are to be wiped out in the course of the next four- 
teen years amounts to more than $850,000,000. Lord Rothschild, who 
is universally recognized as a financial authority, does not hesitate 
to declare publicly that the enactment of the proposed measure in 
Great Britain would inevitably be followed by a panic. The basic 
reason for his statement is that the bill contemplates an attack upcHi 
property. The New York Sun, commenting editorially upon the 
British licensing bill, says: 

Lord Rothschild i)oiuted out that the bill, if enacted, would subject 250,000 
persons, for the most part small Investors, to a double loss of the gravest kiud. 
The holders of brewery bonds or debentures, many of whom are i^rustees for 
women and children, would lose the greatest part of their income, and in some 
cases their capital. The owners of brewery stocks, which are very wid^y 
distributed, would be deprived of both income and capital. The mere proposal 
of the licensing bill has produced a serious fall in brewery securities. It is 
feared, moreover, that if the bill becomes a h»w, it will si>eedily b? followed 
by other attacks upon property. 

We call the attention of the lawyers of this committee to the his- 
tory of prohibition legislation in the State of New York. On April 
9, 1855, a law was passed having for its title *'An act for the preven- 
tion of intemperance, pauperism, and crime.'' If this law had stood 
the test of the courts and proved effective, it would have challenged 
the admiration of the world as a remedy for the three greatest evils 
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of the human race. The law w ent into effect July 4, 18?^, and a num- 
ber of arrests and conA^ictions resulted. Finally, however, there was 
a cessation of prosecutions pending the decision of the court of 
appeals on the constitutionality of the law^ in a test case. This test 
case was that of J. G. Wynhammer. of Buffalo. He had been con- 
victed in the lower courts of violating the law by selling " a gill each 
of rum, brandy, gin, wine, whisky, and strong beer," and had been 
.\ sentenced to pay a fine of $50. Evidence that he had possessed the 
^IHiquor " before and on July 3, 1855,-' was objected to by the prose- 
cuting attorney of Erie C5ounty, and the objection was sustained. 
It was on this point of possession that the case was taken up to the 
court of appeals. 

On March 25, 1856, fiA'e judges of the court of appeals reversed the 
decision and pronounced the law unconstitutional. Judge George F. 
Comstock, who wrote the majority opinion, said that he was cogni- 
zant of the abuses of alcohol, and that " the people of this State can 
dispense with its very existence, not only without injury to their 
aggregate interests, but with absolute benefit.'" He said that other 
articles might be named of which the same might be said. Neverthe- 
less liquor was property, and by its seizure under the law persons 
would be deprived of their property without due process of law, as 
contemplated by the Constitution. He continued : 

If such arguments can be allowed to subvert the fundamental idea of prop- 
erty, then there is no private right entirely safe, because there is no limitation 
upon the absolute discretion of the legislature and the guarantees of the Con- 
stitution are a mere waste of words. Property Is an institution of law, and 
not the result of speculations in science, morals, or economy. 

On the property value of liquors as affected by the law, he said : 

It sweeps them from the (.'ommerce of the States and thus annihilates the 
quality of sale which makes them valuable to their owners. It is destructive 
of the notion of property. 

In concluding the opinion, which ended New York's experiment in 
what was then called " the Maine law." Judge Comstock wrote : 

I am not insensible to the delicacy and importance of the duty we assume in 
overruling an act of the legislature believed by many intelligent and good men 
to afford the best remedy for a great and admitted evil in society. But we 
can not forget that the highest function intrusted to us is that of maintaining 
inflexibly the fundamental law; and believing as I do that the prohibitory act 
transcends the constitutional limits of the legislative power, it must be adjudged 
to be void. 

The three judges of the minority were represented by concurrent 
dissenting opinions written by Judges Johnson and Wright. They 
held that the legislature had taken only another step witmn its con- 
stitutional rights of regulating the liquor traffic, in that it had pro- 
vided for the sale, under certain conditions, of liquor for " mechanical, 
medicinal, and sacramental purposes." Judge Comstock, however, 
met this in his opinion by saying : 

These are only the occasional and incidental uses of the article. It is the 
general and primary use it is aimed at. It is the mass of property which is 
struck down, and the possible conservation of an extremely insignificant por- 
tion can not change the character of the law. 

We earnestly recommend that this committee carefully consider 
the legal and constitutional points involved in the proposed legisla- 
tion before making a report on any antiliquor bill to the Senate, 
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That the prohibitionists themselves tacitly admit that prohibition 
is unconstitutional is shown by the action of Eepresentative Acheson, 
of Pennsylvania, who, on February 24, 1908, introduced into the 
House a joint resolution to amend the Constitution, to prohibit the 
sale, manufacture, and importation of liquors, narcotics, and other 
drugs in the United States, except for medicinal or mechanical pur- 
poses. In discussing this rcvsolution, Mr. Matthew E. O'Brien, of the 
temperance lobby in Washington, said that the temperance forces 
were lining up for the greatest fight they had ever made. He said 
that inasmuch as all the prohibition bills had been attacked as being 
unconstitutional, it was now the desire of the prohibitionists to secure 
a constitutional amendment in order to provide against the possi- 
bility of the courts declaring all prohibition legislation unconstitu- 
tional. 

EespectfuUy submitted. 

The Washington Mercantile Association, 
Hugh F. Harvey, Secretary. 

The Chair:man. Is there any gentleman present on the affirmative 
side of this question who desires to be heard? Mr. Chase, you have 
made application to be heaid as the attorney or counsel of the Na- 
tional Colored Personal Liberty League? 

Mr. Chase. Yes, sir. 

The CHAIRMA^^ We have been struggling in behalf of your race to 
give them more personal political liberty — well, I will not say any 
more. 

Mr. Chase. You are right. Senator. 

The (^hairma>\ We will hear yon foi* a very few minutes. We 
ha\e not very much time. 

Mr. Chase. May I address the committee? 

The Chairman. As briefly as may be, yes. 

STATEMENT OF MR. W. CALVIN CHASE, REPRESENTING THE 
NATIONAL COLORED PERSONAL LIBERTY LEAGUE. 

Mr. Chase. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I represent the National 
Colored Personal Liberty League. 

Senator Burkett. Chase, are yon a lawyer? 

Mr. Chase. Yes. 

Senator Burkett. Are you the Chase that has been mixed up more 
or less in this school matter ? 

Mr. Chase. I have been mixed up in everything; yes, sir. 
[Laughter.] 

Senator Burkett. All right. I wanted to place you. You are 
the Chase that was the attorney in one of the school-board matters? 

Mr. Chase. The Chancellor matter; yes, sir. 

Senator Burkett. I just wanted to get you straightened out. I 
had not seen you before. 

Mr. Chase. I want to state that I was bom and reared in this 
community, and I have lived here all my life. I have been editing 
a Republican paper for twenty-seven years. I am personally ac- 
quainted with the distinguished Senator from Jlontana, whom we 
all love and respect ; and also with the Senator from New Hampshire, 
the chairman of the committee; also with the Senator from West 
Virginia, Senator Scott, who has also endeavored to help our people, 
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and who has done a OTeat deal for us. I am slightly acquainted 
with the Senator from Nebraska, Senator Burkett, who was interested 
in our schools. [Laughter.] We were very nervous when you in- 
troduced that bill, Senator. We thought you would put us out of 
business. 

Senator Burkett. And it would have put some of you out of 
business. 

Mr. Chase. There is no doubt about that ; but fortunately we put 
Mr. Chancellor out of business. 

Now, in regard to the statement that was made by the Rev. Walter 
H. Brooks, who testified in the committee here some few days ago 
that no protest has been made by the 90,000 colored people of this 
community. Now, perhaps the members of the committee are not as 
well acquainted with the colored people here as I am 

The Chairman. The Chair will take the liberty of suggesting to 
you that Mr. Brooks, when he gave his testimony, gave it before the 
House committee. 

Mr. Chase. Oh! before the Commissioners, I should have said, 
Senator. I want to state that there are nine colored saloons ift this 
community and one colored club. That club is located on Pennsyl- 
vania avenue between Third and Four-and-a-half streets NW. We 
have, as I say, nine colored saloons. They are well conducted. 
There are some people in this community, and especially the preach- 
ers, who have made attacks on the saloons in this city. 

The Chairman. Especially what? 

Mr. Chase. I say there are some preachers who have made attacks 
on the saloons. 

The Chairman. Some preachers. 

Mr. Chase. Preachers, ministers of the gospel. 

The Chairman. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Chase. They have made certain attacks upon the saloons. A 
number of them have appeared before the District Commissioners 
favoring prohibition in this community. Several of them have fa- 
vored the bill of the distinguished chairman of this committee, and 
most of them are opposed to the adoption of any change in the law. 

I want to state — perhaps the committee is not aware of the fact — 
that two-thirds of the colored ministers in this city drink whisky and 
drink beer, and at the same time they file protests against the sale of 
liquor and against certain saloons. I want to show you how incon- 
sistent the advocates of prohibition are, among my people, and espe- 
cially among the ministers. 

In the third precinct, from the corner of Eighteenth and L streets 
N. W. to Twentieth street, there are at least five or six saloons. On 
the corner of Eighteenth and L streets, one-half block below a colored 
church, there is a saloon. Right around the corner from that church 
is another saloon. There has not been a protest filed with the Com- 
missioners or with this committee against either of those saloons, and 
those saloons are known to m}^ distinguished friend here, Mr. Shoe- 
maker, whom I have met in contests before the Commissioners in re- 
gard to saloons ; and he knows tliat to be a fact. Mr. Brooks is the 
pastor of the Nineteenth Street Baptist Church. He has in that 
church at least a dozen or more members who are connected with 
saloons and a man who is running one of the biggest hotels in the 
southwestern part of the city. He has made no protest. He takes 
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the money of these people. He is williv'^ for these people to sell 
liquor and to have them come up there and drop their money in the 
box on the Sabbath day or at any special rally. He makes no pro- 
test against those people. 

In all that section of the city there are very few fights and very 
few arrests. I heard Major Sylvester speaking about the disorderly 
conduct. Now, I practice in the police court here and in fact in all 
of the courts. I want to show you how they make up this record 
about disorderly conduct among the colored people, and I will cite 
a case that I had in the police court here last week. 

They will ^o into a house if they hear somebody singing in the 
house or making a little unnecessary noise. An officer, if he has any 
prejudice against that person, will so into that house and arrest 
that person and bring him to the police court, charged wdth being 
drunk and disorderly. In many instances the evidence shows that 
the person had not been drinking and was not under the influence of 
liquor; that the only disorder the officer heard was loud singing of 
these religious hymns or loud talking. Now, very often, the omcer 
will force a man to say something; but some people have got wise, 
some of my people, and they say, "^Mr. Officer, I am not going to say 
anything. I know you want to put a charge against me, a charge of 
disorderiy." They go into the police court, and invariably it is testi- 
fied that the defendant at the bar was under the infiuence of liquor, 
that he was loud and boisterous, and cursing and swearing. The 
facts are that he may have been loud and boisterous, and may have 
used the word " damn," but has not used the name of the Deity. In- 
variably in that case he is fined $5, or $10, or $20. 

There was another instance in the police court last week which will 
show you what little protection we have here when we are attacked by 
an officer in the second precinct, referred to by Major Sylvester, the 
chief of police. I wish he was here. Seventh street, from K street 
NW. to Rhode Island avenue, is a boulevard for the colored people. 
There are saloons on either side of the street, on the east side and 
on the west side of Seventh street. I^ts of the colored people work 
in the saloons, and lots of them do Avork on the streets and in other 
places. There is a marfeet there on the corner of Seventh and O 
streets. There are lots of Jews who keep stores there, and they can 
get goods cheap. On Saturday night the colored people who have 
been paid off congregate in and around these stores on Seventh street 
from K street to Rhode Island avenue. It is a kind of a boulevard 
for the laboring classes of people on Saturday night. The lieutenant 
of the second precinct, to which the distinguished chief of police re- 
ferred, issued an order that an}'^ person found standing or seen stand- 
hig on the public streets or in front of doors should be placed under 
arrest. A^Tiy, at one time there was a raid made on one hundred and 
some odd colored people who were innocently standing on the corner 
talking to their friends. I defended several of them m court at that 
time, and in every case they were charged with drunk and disorderly, 
when the evidence proved that they were not disorderly, but that they 
were obstructing the public streets. They w^ere fined $5 or $10. That 
was in the police court. 

That is the reason I say that all this crime due to whisky, these 
alleged offenses charged against the colored people, that they were 
drunk and disorderly, is not true. 



86 INTOXICATING LIQUORS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Senator Burkett. But if you did not have any saloons, they could 
not even make the charge, could they? 

Mr. Chase. How is that? 

Senator Burkett. If you did not have any saloons and did not 
have any liquor, they could not even make the charge, could they ? 

Mr. Chase. That is not pat. Where they were arrested was in 
front of shoe stores and not in front of barrooms. Another thing, 
the police have got to make a record. If you were not the Senator 
from Nebraska, and you were seen on the public streets and you 
were not recognized, and if an officer wanted to make a case against 
you, if you happened to stagger this way, he would take you right 
into court and charge you wiwi being drunk 

Senator Burkett. He could not do it. 

Mr. Chase. Yes, he could. 

Senator Burkett. Well, I have lived forty years and nobody ever 
accused me of being drunk. 

Mr. Chase. I say if they did not know you. Senator. 

Senator Burkett. Oh! [Laughter.] 

The Chairman. Mr. Chase, you bring a very serious allegation 
here both against the police officers and the chief of police of this 
District and also against Judges Mullowney 

Mr. Chase. I do not say Judge Mullowney. Judge Mullowney is 
very fair as against the other judge upstairs. 

The Chairman. And against Judge Kimball, who has been on the 
bench a long time. You bring a very serious allegation. Do you 
mean to say that Judge Kimball, when you present testimony to show 
that a colored person has not been boisterous or drunk, imposes a fine 
under conditions of that kind? 

Mr. Chase. I will give you an example. Senator. 

The Chairman. Do you mean 

Mr. Chase. Xo ; wait and draw your own conclusion. 

The Chairman. You have laid a wholesale accusation 

Mr. Chase. I want you to draw your own conclusion. Last week, 
I think, or this week, I defended a colored woman who was charged 
with disorderly conduct and assault upon an officer, in that she saw 
another woman in a window, and some one claimed that she cursed 
that woman. The officer did not hear this woman use the profanity. 
She left the window, and this officer went and asked another colored 
woman what this woman said. This woman told the officer what the 
woman had said. It was not said in the presence of the officer. The 
woman ran, and the officer pursued her, and she hid behind a box. 
The officer said, "' I want you." She said, '* For what? " He said, 
" You know for what." She said, '' Xo ; I have not done anything." 
He pulled the woman out and placed her under arrest. There she 
was, arrested without authority, which I established in the court here. 
She was placed under arrest, and a charge was placed against her 
of disorderly conduct and assault. The assault consisted of this: 
The testimony was that she had a penknife in her pocket, and she 
went to pull her handkerchief out of her pocket, and the penknife 
dropped on the ground. The officer testified that the woman at- 
tempted to strike at him with the j)enknife. Witnesses for the Gov- 
ernment testified that the woman did not strike at him with the pen- 
knife. The woman had a knot on the back of her head, where the 
officer had struck her with his blackjack, as big as my fist. I called 
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the attention of the court to it. The court said the officer had testi- 
fied that the woman used the name of the Deity, and that she at- 
tempted to strike at him with the knife — when the testimony proved 
to the contrary — and under the circumstances, considering the 
woman's head, where she had been struck with the blackjack, the 
court said that under the circumstances- he would fine her $5 for 
disorderly conduct and $20 for assault. 

The woman had a knot on her head as big as my fist, and I said, 
" Nobody but a coward would strike a woman, and it is unfair for 
the judge to convict." 

You may draw your own conclusions. That is only one of the 
instances. 

The Chairman. Pass from that phase of the matter. I under- 
stand that you take issue with the chief of police about the arrest of 
colored people and the cause of the arrest. Now, pass to the con- 
sideration of the bill that is before the committee. 

Mr. Chase. Yes, sir. 

The Chairman. Be as brief as possible. 

Mr. Chase. In regard to section 5 of the bill, in which you raise 
the license to $800 and the wholesale license to $3,000: If you raise 
the license to $800, as far as the colored man is concerned, you will 
put the saloons out of business entirely. As far as section 16 is con- 
cerned, if you get schools within 1,000 feet of the saloons, you will 
close up every saloon on the Avenue. We have two saloons on the 
Avenue that are controlled by colored people, two of the best in the 
city — in fact, three. We have one on Eighth street near Kann's 
store. You will close those saloons. You will close every saloon 
in the city. As far as the clubs are concerned, it will put them out 
of existence entirely. As far as this bill is concerned, the colored 
people of this community believe that they should be permitted to 
exercise their own freedom, without having the Senate to be their 
^ardian. They are 21 years of age and they are capable of attend- 
mg to their own business without interference of persons on the 
outside. Another thing, if any of you are not physicians, the best 
physicians in the world say that the system should certainly have a 
certain amount of alcohol; not too much 

The Chairman. Who says that? 

Mr. Chase. Some of the best physicians in the world say that the 
system ought to have a certain amount of alcohol in it. It pre- 
serves. You take a man. Senator, who does not drink, and he looks 
pale, he looks weak 

The Chairman. Look at me. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Chase. I want to say one other thing, too. This will put 
thousands of colored men out of business. 

The Chairman. Do I look like an invalid? 

Mr. Chase. No, sir; I think 3'ou touch a little bit, Senator. 
[Laughter.] 

The Chairman. Now, we have had some interesting testimony 
[laughter], and it will be a matter of advantage to some of us to 
know that it is necessary for a man to drink in order to be healthy, 
wealthy, and wise. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Dinwiddle, do you desire to be heard? 

Mr. Dinwiddie. Just for a minute or two, if it is agreeable. 

The Chairman. You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF REV. EDWIN C. DINWIDDIE, NATIONAL ELEC- 
TORAL SUPERINTENDENT, INTERNATIONAL ORDER OF GOOD 
TEKFLARS, AND CHAIRMAN PERMANENT TEMPERANCE COM- 
MITTEE OF THE EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH, UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA. 

Mr. DiNAViDDiE. How much time shall I take. Mr. Chairman? 

The Chairman. How much time do you want? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I will try to get through in five or ten minutes. 

The Chairman. You may take ten minutes. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I think I will con- 
fine myself 

Senator Burkett. I do not know whether anybody has put it into 
the record here or not. but I would like to have some one. if you are 
not going to do it (and I suggest it to the chairman), before we get 
through with the hearing to make a comparison of the excise laws of 
this city and of other cities of the same size. 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. I was going to refer to it; but I will prepare an 
exhibit that will set that forth. 

Senator Burkett. I have not time to do it; but I would like to 
know what the regulations are in other cities. I only know what they 
are in my own toAvn, and that is a small one. of course. 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. Gentlemen, what first interested me in the excise 
conditions in the city of Washington (and I have been interested 
in these matters ever since I have made Washington my headquar- 
ters, for the past eight years) was the lack of adequate regulation 
of the liquor traffic here, as compared with other States and com- 
munities with which T. have had personal acquaintance. I think that 
I can throw some light on the situation by referring to one or two 
concrete examples here as evidence of the fact that there is inade- 
quacy in order to meet the conditions that residents have complained 
of in this city, and I think that one of them is one with which the 
Senator from Nebraska himself has had personal knowledge. As 
I understand it (and I shall be glad to be corrected if I am wrong) 
there is no redress on the part of citizens living even within a block 
in which a saloon is located, unless they happen to live on the same 
side of the street as the saloon and between the two intersecting 
streets. 

Mr. Hare. And in the same block, also. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I said in the block. Xow, the other parties who 
have an interest in the matter, according to the present law, are the 
parties who live between the intersecting streets on the opposite 
side of the street to the saloon. A couple of years ago a case arose 
in a A^ery fine residential part of the city, in which a Avoman was 
located on the corner. The doorway of the saloon was located on 
a street that was particularly a residential street, and where the 
people were practically unanimously opposed to the presence of 
saloons in the neighborhood. Of course that man would have been 
put out of business by the opposition of the people between those 
two streets in the same block Avith him: but in order to overcome 
the difficulty under the pi^sent laAv. he closed up the entrance on 
the street where he had formerly had it, and put it just around 
t/ie cornel' on the side street and got the signatures of the people 
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on the side of the block in which he was located, and on the oppo-' 
site side, it being a different class of population altogether. He se- 
cured a license and went ahead in the same place where he had done 
business before. That is possible under the present law. 

Senator Carter. Did he keep the door open on both sides? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. No; he closed the door on one side. Otherwise he 
could have been proceeded against by the remonstrants on that 
street. I believe that is a correct statement of the facts. 

Now, this has been brought to my attention — \[ got this over the 
telephone the other day — ^by a woman. Of course, I do not want to 
mention the name. There are reasons why it could not be done, as 
you can imagine. This woman was proceeding against a party, and 
thought she was going to be able to put the saloon out of business, 
until one of the brewers of the town interested himself in the case, 
and, possibly by the influence that he could bring to bear on some 
business men in the neighborhood, he got the position of some of the 
remonstrants changed, and the woman was defeated. She is a lady 
owning a property for which she paid $7,000, in a good residential 
neighborhood, with a saloon next to her, where it is placed contrary 
to law as she believes. She has had evidence that they sell to minors, 
and sell contrary to law in one or two ways; and to-day she can not 
get $5,500 for her property. In addition to that the business that 
^e has been conducting, the business of a dressmaker, has been in- 
terfered with, because the people who have been her patrcMis, and who 
are among a good class, refuse to go there. At least she believes 
her business has been very largely interfered with on account of the 
character of the business that is located next to her. 

It is for the redress of such conditions that the better class of people 
in Washington, it seems to me, have a legitimate right to appeal to 
Congress. I agree with Senator Burfcett, and I want to call attention 
to that in view of what Mr. Harvey has said about representing the 
liquor men of the city. I agree with Senator Burkett that I know^ of 
practically no city in the Union in which the burden is being placed 
upon the residents, or upon the temperance people, to remove the 
skloons. The general rule is that the burden is placed upon the saloon 
men to get the consent of the people for the license of the place. 

He said it would be hard on the saloon men. That is true, but 
there is not any law requiriag these men to go into the business. On 
the other hand, it is just as hard on the innocent landholders in the 
neighborhood to subject themselves to the boycott of the saloon men 
if Siey push any remonstrance against it. We know that has been 
done everywhere ; and it does seem to me that when a man goes into 
a business that by the decision of the Supreme Court of the United 
States in a number of instances he has no inherent right to go into 
(because a man has no inherent right to go into this business; it is 
given to him by sufferance), the burden ought to be on him, if he de- 
sires to go into this business. 

There are just one or two things that have been referred to in the 
progress of the hearing ns to Avhich I would like to urge, as far as I 
may, favorable action by the committee. 

In the first place, I think the suggestion that has been made here 
with reference to the visitation of saloons by Avomen would be a very 
salutary provision. We have had in a number of cities such a pro- 
vision. The city of Denver has it, for example. It \?> ver^ c<^\\nxsnss^ 
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in many of the cities, but the city of Denver had such a provision 
contested. It was carried to the Supreme Court of the United States, 
and the Supreme Court held that that was a regulation on the part of 
the city of Denver and that it had a right to do it in the preserving 
of the morals of the place. 

Senator Burkett. Have you a citation of that case ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I can get it. 

Senator Burkett. Please do so, and put it in the record. 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. I will. I remember the case very well; it was 
only two or three years ago. 

Then, it seems to me that in this connection there ought not to be 
drinking places immediately opposite these reservations, and opposite 
public parks and premises that are used for the public buildings of 
the United States. I ,can refer to one case that I think will appeal 
to practically everybody present except those who are directly en- 
gaged in the business. We have an instance right down on the 
northwest corner of the Capitol grounds. We have what is prac- 
tically a Bowery just a stone's throw across from the Capitol grounds, 
where I happen to know there would be built up magnificent build- 
ings if the space were not at present occupied for saloon purposes. 
And yet they have practically got a vested right in those saloons, 
according to the law and practice in the District. 

Senator Burkett. What do you think about the thousand feet 
limit? That is about three blocks. What do you think about that 
limit? The bill says there shall be no saloon within 1,000 feet of any 
park, school, etc. 

Mr. DiNwmDiE. Of course you would expect me to say that I like 
that. 

Senator Burkett. No; I expect you to tell just what effect that 
would have in the District, knowing the District as you know it. It 
has been said that there is not a spot that you can get here that is not 
within 1,000 feet of a park, church, or schoolhouse. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I have not investigated that, but I think myself 
that would throw out of business a great many saloons in the city of 
Washington. I wanted to refer to this matter down here, because 
there are other places of the same kind in the District under the pres- 
ent law. May I call attention to the fact 

Senator Carter. Where is this place you speak of? 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. At First and B streets. 

Senator Carter. The Union Station? 

jMr. DiNwiDDiE. No; down across from the Capitol grounds, on 
First street. Doctor Bliss has erected a fine five-story building on 
the corner directly opposite, and the Census building is there; but 
right next down toward Pennsylvania avenue we have a regular 
Bowery. 

Senator Carter. On First street ? 

Mr. Dinwiddie. On First street. Under the present conditions, as 
I understand, you can not consider the opposite side of the street 
very well if the saloon is located across from a triangle or a little 
square. We have many of these reservations in the city of Wash- 
ington, and it is rather hard for people, even in the residential dis- 
tricts, unless they have some reason like a violation of a law, to get 
a man out of a district where he is obnoxious because of the character 
of the business if he is located in such a situation. 
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The Chairman. When you speak of the pbice you call the Bowery, 
you refer to the old shacts or wooden buildings there? 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. Yes. 

The Chairman. And there are no residences of any kind opposite? 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. That is the proposition I am making, and that 
ought to be covered by a provision respecting public premises. 

The Chairman. You would have to get the signatures there of the 
very people who are engaged in the business if you undertook to get 
them out. 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. Yes. 

The Chairman. And that would be impossible. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. You could not do it. There are no residents on 
the Capitol side, naturally. 

The Chairman. I understand. 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. Under this scheme of beautifying Washington, 
which I think appeals not only to the people in the city here, but, as 
far as my observation goes, to people front one end of the country to 
the other, it seems to me we ought to provide against that sort of 
thing in the capital city when we are spending millions for its beau- 
tification and advancement. 

I would like to say a word in connection with one thought that 
was referred to by Mr. Harvey in relation to a word from the excise 
board stopping the growler trade. We temperance people are some- 
times accused of being impractical, but I doubt very much whether 
that is true. If you will consider that for a minute you will see the 
absurdity of the proposition that a word from the excise board would 
stop the fowler trade, if there were no law against it and there is 
not. Major Sylvester said that a law against it would be a good 
thing, and the Commissioners have recommended it. If the excise 
board simply say to these men, " We would like to have the growler 
trade stopped." it might be done in some instances ; but Mr. Harvey 
says the saloon men have themselves tried to do it voluntarily and 
have failed. If a man does not want to do it, he will refuse, and if 
you have not any law against him you can not reach the case at all. 
He can be brought up in the police court, and he can not be convicted 
of a crime if it is not unlawful; so the mere statement from the 
excise board that they would like to have it stopped, if the thing 
itself is not unlawful, would not reach the case. 

On page 7 of the bill No. 6264 — and I am satisfied that Mr. Shoe- 
maker would agree to this; I have not had a chance to talk it over 
with him — it seems to me, with reference to the club feature, that 
there ought to be a forfeiture of the license if there is any violation 
of the law, as well as legal procedure against the officers of the club. 
And in section 7, page 8, I think the words '• and others dependent 
upon said person " ought to be included, as well as giving the right 
to the father 

The Chairman. Wliat line is that? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. It is where the '• wife, son, daughter, mother," etc., 
are given a right of action. 

The Chairman. Oh, yes. 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. " Or others dependent upon said person.'' That is 
a proposition that is generally included in sections of that kind. And 
it seems to me there ought to be a modification of the closing time. 
It now is from 12 o'clock midnight to 4 o'clock in the morning, and 
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I do not know of any other place in the countrv. I can say off-hand, 
where the hours are such as we h'ave here in Washington. They gen- 
erally run from 10 or 11 or 12 o'clock at night, at the very latest, until 
or half past and 7 o'clock in the morning. I should think that 
an earlier closing hour would be Avelcome. 

I hope that tfo committee, in recommending any legislation along 
this line, will include the prohibition of the sale of liquors in the Union 
Station. That is something. I believe, that would commend itself 
to the people of the District, as well as to people generally through- 
out the country — even people who themseh'es are not total abstainers. 

Senator Burkett. The Commissioners did not recommend that, 
did they? 

Mr. DiNw^iDDiE. Commissioner Macfarland, I understand, is the 
only Commissioner who recommended it. 

Senator Carter. Yes. 

The Chairman. Two were against it, I believe. 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. It seems to me that it is in order now, when the 
railroad companies almost uniAersally are requiring their men to 
abstain from intoxicating liquors, for the purpose of having safety 
in the conduct of their trains, etc.. and when the States are legislat- 
ing against public drinking in railway trains, etc., that the action T 
suggest should be taken. The new Code of the State of Oklahoma, 
from which I have just come, has a very stringent provision in it 
against public drinking, because of the A'^ery bad consequences that 
have flown in some instances from allowing public drinking to go on 
in railway trains, railway stations, etc. 

With those modifications, I want to indorse, in closing, the propo- 
sition of the Commissioners, that I think goes farther, even, than this 
bill — that is, the extending of the area in which residents can remon- 
strate, or rather petition, operating in the same way as a vote against 
the saloons in their neighborhood. I think the Commissioners recom- 
mend four contiguous confronting blocks. 

There is only one thing that I would suggest along that line, and 
that is that some provision be made that the block immediately oppo- 
site — or eater-cornered from the saloon, if it is on the comer — should 
be in some way made one of the four blocks : otherwise the saloon may 
be prohibited in four blocks around about a block of the city where a 
saloon exists, and yet the block which is practically nearest to it 
might be exempted from the provision. 

I think that is all I need to call attention to at this time. 

Senator Scott. What do you think about increasing the rate of 
license from $800 to $2,500 for retail selling? 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. I am in an embarrassing position to answer that 
question. The organizations which I represent are anti-license organ- 
izations from principle, and therefore do not take affirmative action 
on that proposition : but T may say — I do not know what the license 
here is: $800. I believe — that the State from which I come has a 
$1,000 tax upon all its saloons. 

Senator Scott. That is Ohio ? 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. Yes. sir. 

Senator Burkett. And the municipalities have another one ? 

Mr. DiNw^iDDiE. No; we do not have a separate municipal license 
in Ohio. 
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Senator Scott. Do you not think it would better the conditions in 
regulating the traflBic in liquor if we would have a high license and 
then have the man who takes out the license produce two reputable 
citizens who would become security for Ms faithful performance un- 
der the law; and place a civil liability on the property owner, and 
hold the property liable for any violation of the law ? 

Mr. DiNWiDDiE. I think that would be a very salutary provision, 
whatever the license fee might be, Senator. I think also, and I in- 
tended to refer to this, that there ou^ht to be in every community, 
whether prohibition or license, a civil damage provision, whereby 
those who are dependent upon one who has been made intoxicated 
should have a right of action for civil damages against those who 
have brought about that condition. They have that provision in 
nearly every State, and it would be an easy matter to frame a section 
of that kind. I think that a place that sells in violation of law, or a 
place where liquors are sold continually in violation of law, ought to 
be declared a public nuisance and treated as such. 

The Chairman. We will now hear Mr. Shoemaker for five min- 
utes; then we will hear Mr. Hare for five minutes, if he desires it, 
ivad theti the hearing will be closed. These two gentlemen are pro- 
ponents of the legislation we have been considering. 

STATEMENT OF ME. A. E. SHOEMAEXE, ATTOENET FOE THE 
ANTISALOON LEAGUE OF THE DISTEICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Mr. Chairman, with reference to the Union 
Station proposition, I desire to say that there has never been au appli- 
cation for a license in this District that ever met with so much of pro- 
test as did that application. Protests came in from all over the 
District, and away beyond the District; but the license was allowed, 
much to the regret of the people of the District. We hope that some- 
thing will be done in connection with this bill and that an amendment 
may be added to cover the matter. So I offer this amendment to the 
bill, to be known as section 27, the two sections following to take their 
numbers accordingly: 

That on and after the passage of tliis act no license for the manufacture or 
sale of intoxicating liquors shall be granted at or in the new Union Railroad 
Station in the District of Columbia, or at any place within one-half mile of said 
station. Any license for the sale of intoxicating liquois now in existence within 
said territory shall be revoked within thirty days after the passage of this act 
' by the excise board : and there shall be refunded to any licensee whose license 
is thus revoked an ;• mount of the license fee in proportion to the unexpired 
part of the license year. 

The Chairmax. Is that within half a mile of the depot ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scott. Why do you refer to the manufacturers of liquor? 

Mr. Shoemaker. The provision of the present bill provides against 
the manufacture of liquor, under the local-option provision in the 
latter part of the bill. They are not allowed, of course, to manufac- 
ture it in the depot itself, but it might be done around and about the 
depot, in the proposed half-mile zone. 

Senator Burkett. Is there a saloon in the depot now ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh, yes. 

Senator Burkett. On what floor? 

Mr. Shoemaker. On the main floor. 
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Mc. Hare. It is in the restaurant. 

Mr. Shoemaker. The restaurant. 

The Chairman. In order that we may have this accurate, I sup- 
pose it is precisely as it was in the old Pennsylvania station ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. You can get liquor in the restaurant ? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. But there is not an open bar; is there? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Oh. yes. 

^Ir. Hare. There is a place where you can stand and drink. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

The Chairman. Oh, is there? I did not know that. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. Gentlemen, I now want to call your atten- 
tion to the clustering of saloons in the city. Mr. Dinwiddie has 
spoken about the saloons on Pennsylvania avenue. There are 54 
licensed liquor places on Pennsylvania avenue from the Peace Monu- 
ment to Fifteenth street. There are 45 liquor places on Seventh 
street between B street and Q street N. W. There are at present 7 
saloons in one square on H street between Fourteenth and Fifteenth 
streets X. E., right on one street, on either side of the confronting 
squares. 

There are on Eighth street SE., the main thoroughfare to the 
navy-yard, 13 liquor places, all within five squares, or possibly four 
squares, of the gate to the navy-yard. 

There are on M street, in Georgetown, from Thirtieth to Thirty- 
sixth streets, 33 licensed liquor places. 

The Chairman. Thirty-three in six blocks? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. 

Senator Scott. And there are 54 saloons, you say, on Pennsylvania 
avenue from the Peace Monument to Fifteenth street. Would you 
not rather have them there than to have them in the residence por- 
tions of the city, if you have to have them? 

Mr. Shoemaker. I suppose so, if we have to have them at all. 

Senator Scott. Would it not be much better? 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, I think so; if we have to have them. I 
think the people of the city would think so ; at least, those who live 
in the residential centers. 

I want to say that there are no saloons in Columbia Heights, in 
the Mount Pleasant district, in Washington Heights, or in Eckiiig- 
ton. All those sections are without saloons. 

I want to call your attention to one particular case iiiat illustrates 
the inefficiency and impracticability of our present law, in so far as 
this local-option feature is concerned, to which our friends the liquor 
men refer so much. It is a case right in point, at Washington circle 
and Pennsylvania avenue. A few years ago a man had a saloon on 
the comer of Twenty-second street and Pennsylvania avenue, in a 
beautiful residential section, as you know. The entrance to this place 
was on Pennsylvania avenue. The people on Pennsylvania avenue, 
between Twenty-first and Twenty-second streets, protested to the 
excise board against the renewal of his license, and there was a 
majority sufficient, under the law, to close up the saloon. The appli- 
cant, however, was allowed to close the entrance on Pennsylvania 
avenue and open a door 2 feet around the corner, on Twenty-second 
street, fronting on a parking; and then the only consent that was 
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necessary was the consent of the owner of the building in which the 
business was located. The people on Pennsylvania avenue have never 
had any relief from that condition, and they are just as much affected 
by it to-day as they were when the door opened on their street. That 
door is now a window, filled with liquors, which is very offensive to 
many people in that section. That is only one of similar cases which 
we have to deal with. 

Senator Burkett. I believe you have stated that with one excep- 
tion there has not been anybody able to get rid of a saloon. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes. 

Senator Bi'k^veti\ In this District, in a certain number of years. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I say that I have been connected with the work 
before the excise board for nearly fourteen years, and I think that by 
the operation of the law, without the use of the discretion of the ex- 
cise board, but one saloon has been closed up under this local-option 
provision. They closed one saloon by actual majorities. 

Now, just a word as to the club. I represented the opposition to 
the renewal of a club license in this city this morning before the ex- 
cise board. It was understood that the club was what is called a 
money-making club. That is, it was not truly a social club, provided 
for under the law. Members of the club were present and they were 
questioned 

Mr. Madigan. Mr. Chairman, I object to a statement of this kind 
going in under these circumstances. It has no bearing on this bill. 

The Chairman. Well, your objection is overruled. You may pro- 
ceed, Mr. Shoemaker. 

Mr. Shoemaker. It came out in the evidence that the club had 800 
members: that they each paid $1 a year for the privilege of the club; 
that the rent which the club paid to the owners of the building was 
on a sliding scale ; that whatever the profits, the net profits from the 
sale of liquor or from the club as a whole went to the owners of the 
building. If it was $100 a month or $100 a week or $500 a week, or 
whatever it was, it went to the owners of the building. On that 
showing, without having any direct witnesses except the members of 
the club themselves, the license was renewed. 

The Chairman. Your time is up, Mr. Shoemaker. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Yes, sir. Senator, may I say that I would like 
that statement that you made awhile ago, in regard to an ofiicial of 
the District, Mr. Zinkham, and the warden of me jail 

The Chairman. Yes. 

Mr. Shoemaker. I would like that statement to be incorporated 
in the record; and I would like to put it in myself, if you do not 
care to. 

The Chairman. It will be in the record, as I stated it, in a few 
words. 

Mr. Shoemaker. Very well. 

STATEMENT OF EEV. T. M. HAEE, SUFEBINTENDENT OF THE 
ANTI-SALOON LEAGTTE OF THE DISTBICT OF COLUMBIA. 

The Chahjman. You are recognized for ten minutes. Mr. Hare. 

Mr. Hare. There are just one or two features that I care to lay 
emphasis on at this time, Mr. Chairman. The provisions of the bill 
that we are anxious to have incorporated in whatever bill this com- 
jnittee may see wise to recommend are the local-option features. 
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According to the statements of the objectors to this legislation they 
surely can not object to it. 

They have insisted continuously that there is no demand for any 
further restriction here in the District; that the people do not want 
it. If that be true, local option will in no way hinder or interfere 
with the liquor traffic as it now exists. So they ought to be willing, 
under their own statement, to concede that feature of the bill. 

We believe that in a matter which has so much to do with the 
safety and peace and quietness of the home and of residential dis- 
tricts you ou^ht to give the people some relief, if institutions to which 
they have objections are thrust upon them. 

The fact of the matter is that the liquor traffic, under the spur of 
competition, is forcuig its places of business into any community 
where they can get a foothold. That is true here, as it is true in other 
cities ; and if they come before this committee in good faith, believing 
that there is no desire upon the part of the people of this city for 
further restrictions, the putting of this clause into the bill can have 
no effect upon their busmess. and it gives the people relief, if they 
want it, a relief which they ought to have and for which we are here 
praying this committee. 

We believe further that the provisions in the bill providing for a 
prohibition zone about churches and schools and public parks and 
Duildings and grounds ought to be enacted. The 400-foot limit which 
we have now is inadequate. It does not give the necessary quietude 
and protection to those institutions; and the argument that perambu- 
lating schools and things shall be put on foot for the purpose of 
driving the saloons out of business is evidently imaginary, entirely so. 

The playground is a place for the children in this city to congre- 
gate for amusement and recreation. It ought to be free from the 
obnoxious presence of these institutions. It is not a good thing fen* 
childhood to become familiar with. The church, by all means, has a 
right, not only on the Sabbath, but for its week-nignt services, to have 
a place where they can be conducted without molestation or disturb- 
ance of any sort whatever. 

Furthermore, wherever you establish a school or a public park or a 
public playground, you are adding to the general beauty and welfare 
and health of the conununity ; and I do not believe that the most ar- 
dent advocate of the liquor traffic can show that the bringing in of a 
saloon adds to any of these things, but to the contrary, that they are 
always detrimental to the community. 

Senator Scott. ^Vhen a saloon is near a church does it interfere 
with the services on Sunday ? 

Mr. Haiie. No, sir; not in that case. The saloons are generally 
closed. 

Senator Scott. There has been no violation of the law that would 
interfere with them on Sunday? 

Mr. Hare. Not to any great extent. Senator ; but their week-night 
services, you know, are more numerous, in our churches, than the Sun- 
day services, and there are oftentimes interferences. That is, there is 
noise and nuisance. 

Then the provision which we have in our bill that no license shall 
be granted opposite a public reservation, by all means ought to l>o en- 
acted into law. We ought to protect the splendid parks and even the 
smaller ones of this city from the proximity of the liquor traffic. 
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The playgrounds of the people, the places of their recreation- 



Senator ScoTT. Let me asK you this: Would you consider one 
of those triangular places on the different streets as parks? Do you 
regard those as parks? 

Mr. Hare. Why, I would hardly say so. 
Senator Scon'. You refer to the main parks. 
Mr. Hare. Yes. 

Senator Scott. Like Dupont Circle? 

Mr. Hare. Yes; but there ought to be a provision, I think, Sen- 

'X)r, that no license should be granted opposite these unless the fur- 

I'jer provision recommended by the Commissioners, that the licensee 

. all be compelled to furnish the signatures of the inhabitants of the 

•ur blocks be incorporated. We have then no objection, so far as 

• ! ese little triangular places are concerned: but, as it now is, as 

i.;' Senator will remember, there are many places in the city now 

upied by saloons where that is practically the only building on 

I ; street, and the cmly consent that you have to have to establish a 

' on there is the consent of the owner of the building and the ten- 

r . of it. That makes it very easy, and in fact it has crowded 

« ons into those places in numerous instances in the city, on ac- 

. • ;i t of the ease with which a man could get the consent. 

• - aator Scoit. Is it true or not that a man who rents a house or 
*'m for saloon purposes derives greater rent than if he would 
. : ! t for some other purpose? 

^^:* Hare. That is true; yes, sir. The same sort of a building, for 
... i)le, as these shacks on Pennsylvania avenue, is probably pro- 
: • . i^ a higher rental income than the modern building on the same 
' the same floor space being considered. 

' ,1 want to answer the inquiry by the Senator from West Vir- 

s'l ' : in regard to the saloons on Pennsylvania avenue. I believe, 

^f ■ airman, that if we are to have the saloon at all it should be 

; business district. I believe that the best restrictive measure 

.' ; { ! have found anywhere on this continent is now in force in 

' •' '. polls, where they have an excise zone beyond which no license 

dbly be granted; but I would like to insist that if such a 

o be created that the main thoroughfare of this city should 

♦ : pted. It ought not to be on Pennsylvania avenue. That 

■'■' 'be made the most beautiful avenue in the world, and I hope 

3 day it will be. 
. ' . :• ScoTT. Some of us have been trying, but we can not suc- 

' . ' . re. Yes, sir ; and I would like to see, as a foundation for 
fication of Pennsylvania avenue, that the licenses now ex- 
is n it be wiped out, and that it be relieved, at least, of the 
trai- he provision in our bill which provides that no license 
shall -anted within 1,000 feet of a public park of course would 
wipe ou ill the shacks on this end of Pennsylvania avenue, and 
I may say that we partially had that in view when that provision of 
the bill was drafted. I think the general matter contained in the 
bill will meet with the approval or the wise judgment of this com- 
mittee. It is not drastic legislation, as we understand it. It is not 
an effort to establish prohibition, as the objectors to the bill would 
lead you to believe. Still I think the Commissioners ordered the 

43506—08 7 
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measuring up of the saloons under the 1,000-foot restriction, and I 
believe — I am taking my information only from the newspaper re- 
ports; I followed them — that it would remove something like 300 of 
the saloons. That wou4d still leave ample to satisfy the thirst of the 
population of this city, and at the same time it would protect the 
institutions on which we pride ourselves, and which we are trying 
constantly to make better. 

I would like to file, in order to show that this is not new legisla- 
tion, the law of Indiana, which contains the remonstrance feature, 
which we are providing for as the local-option feature of this bill. 
I will say also that Wisconsin and Ohio have practically the same 
enactment in their excise laws, and it is working well in the cities 
of those States. 

The Chairman. Let the paper become a part of the record. 

(The paper referred to is as follows :) 

MOOBE REMONSTRANCE LAW. 

An act to amend section 9 of an act entitled "An act to better regulate and restrict \the. 
sale of intoxicating, spirituous, vinous, and malt liquors, providing penalties for vio- 
lation of the same, providing for the enforcement thereof^ and providing for rcmion- 
strance against the granting of license for the sale of the same, and conferring ju^ris- 
diction upon police courts and justices of the peace in ?asos of violation of the pr.ovl- 
slons of this act and other laws of the State on the subject of selling intoxicsiting 
liquors," approved March 11, 1895, the same Jt)eing section 72831 of the Bums' A nno- 
tated Statutes, revision 1901. 

(8. 86. Approved Fehmary 15, J 905.) 

[Amendment.] 

Section 1. Be it enacted by the general assembly of the State of Ineiiana, 
That section 9 of an act entitled "An act to better regulate and restri'Ct the 
sale of intoxicating, spirituous, vinous, and malt liquors, providing penralties 
for violation of the same, providing for the enforcement thereof, and providing 
for remonstrance against the granting of license for the sale of the same, and 
conferring jurisdiction upon police courts and justices of the peace in cases 
of violation of the provisions of this act and other laws of the State on the 
subject of selling intoxicating liquors," approved March 11, 1895, the sam6 being 
section 72831 of Burns' Annotated Indiana Statutes, revision 1901, be, and the 
same is hereby, amended to read as follows: 

" If three days before any regular session of the board of commissioners of 
any county a remonstrance in writing, signed by a majority of the legal voters 
in any township, or ward in any city situated in said county, shall be filed with 
the auditor of the county against the granting of a license to any, applicant or 
against such granting to all applicants for the sale of spirituous, vinouB, malt, 
or other intoxicating liquors under the laws of the State of Indiana, with the 
privilege of allowing the same to be drunk on the premises where sold witliin the 
limits of said township or city ward, it shall be unlawful thereafter fo^ such 
board of conimissiouers to grant license to any such applicant therefor during 
the period of two years from the date of filing of such remonstrance ; or if such 
remonstrance shall be against all applicants, then it shall be unlawful for said 
commissioners to grant a license to any applicant therefor during the period of 
two years from the date of filing of such remonstrance against all applicants; 
if such license shall be granted by said board during said period, the same shall 
be null and void, and the holder thereof shall be liable for any sales of 
liquors made by him the same as if such sales were made without license and 
such violator of the law shall be subject to arrest and punishment the same 
as if no license had been issued. 

" The number to constitute a majority of the voters herein referred to shall 
be determined by the greatest aggregate vote cast in said township or ward for 
candidates for any ofiice at the last election preceding the filing of such remon- 
strance: Provided, however. That any remonstrance which is not directed per- 
sonally against an individual, but which is directed against all applicants, shall 
be separate and distinct, shall contain the name of no individual, but shall be 
ajrecte6 to the board of county commissioners directly against the issuing of any 
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such license to any person during said two years. And provided further, That 
the following forms of remonstrance shall be suflScient under the foregoing pro- 
visions of this section, viz : 

"(A) Form of remonstrance against a particular person: 

" ' State of Indiana, county of Kosciusko, ss.: 

" * To the honorable board of commissioners of said county: 

" ' We, the undersigned legal voters in the township of Harrison (or third ward 
in the city of Warsaw), in said county and State, do hereby respectfully repre- 
sent that we are opposed to the granting of a license to John A. Brown, who has 
given notice of his intention to apply therefor for the sale of intoxicating liq- 
uors in said township (or ward)/ 

"(B) Form of remonstrance against issuing any such license to any person: 

"•* State of Indiana, county of Grant , ss.: 

" * To the honorable board of commissioners of said county: 

" ' We, the undersigned legal voters in the township of Harrison (or third 
ward in the city of Marion), in the county and State aforesaid, do hereby re- 
spectfully represent' that we are opposed to the traffic in intoxicating liquors 
and hereby object to the granting of a license to any person for the sale of 
intoxicating liquor in said township (or ward).*" 

Mr. DiNwiDDiE. Subject to your approval, and if there is no objec- 
tion, I would like to insert in the record some statements concerning 
the attitude of the laboring men, and the effects of prohibition. 

The Chairman. That may be put in the record. The hearing will 
now be closed. 

The statements referred to by Mr. Dinwiddie are as follows : 

Labor Leaders on Prohibition and Intemperance. 

In the whole English language I can find no word that stril^es more terror 
to my soul than the one word Rum. One of the reasons why labor organiza- 
tions have failed in the past is because the leaders didn't have the manhood to 
denounce liquor as a curse. (T. V. Powderly, Grand Master Worlsman, Knights 
of Labor.) 

If it were not for the saloons, do you l^now, I think that seven-tenths of the 
workiugmen would have their own homes Instead of paying rent. Rum is at 
the bottom of the whole trouble. (P. M. Arthur, Chief of Brotherhood of Loco- 
motive Engineers.) 

If we could make the E^ngllsh workman a total abstainer, we could settle the 
most serious of the social problems that confront us now. (Cardinal Manning.) 

ENGINEERS talk TEMPERANCE, HEAD OF ORDER THINKS RULES CAN'T BE TOO STRICT. 

Columbus, Ohio, May 15. 

A great deal of to-day's session of the convention of the International 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers was taken up in the discussion of the 
temperance question. 

** The temr^erance laws of the order are so drastic now." said (xrand Chief 
Stone, " that it Is a question how they can be made more drastic. The organi- 
zation does not approve of any man taking a drink at any time — even dropping 
in a saloon to take one glass of beer. I personally think the laws on temper- 
ance can not be too strict." (Kansas City Journal, May 16.) 

I will simply take the proper expenditure of money In connection with the 
principles of total abstinence, and I think that I can prove conclusively that if 
there was no rum made, sold, or drank In this country, there would not be a 
njnn out of work, there would not be any ]ioverty, far less crime, and this gi*eat 
Republic would be a country worth living in. (Daniel Walford.) 

If a loss of revenue should accrue to the United States from a diminished 
consunu)tion of ardent spirits, she will be a gainer of a thousandfold In the 
health, wealth, and happiness of the people. (Justice Giier, U. S. Supreme 
Court.) 
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To s<elJ (li-Tiik for a lTvt»lih(HMl is Imd enough, but for a whole community to 
shnre the responsibility and guilt of such a traflic seems a worse bargain than 
tlijit of Eve and Judas. (Horace (ireeley.) 

(lentlenien, you need not give yourselves any ti-ouble about the revenue. The 
question of revenue must never stand in the way of needed reforms. Besides, 
with a sober population, not wasting their earnings. I shall liuow where to 
obtain the revenue. (W. E. Gladstone.) 

To support Government by propagating vice is to support it by means which 
destroy the end for which it was originally established, and for which its con- 
tinuance is to be desired. If the expenses of the Government can not be de- 
frayed but by corrupting the morals of the people, I shall, without scruple, 
declare that m<mey ought not to be raised, nor the designs of the Government 
supported. (Siimuel Johnson, 1). D.) 

For every dollar i)aid the school to culivate the intellect of this country, nine 
dollars are paid the saloon to blight that intellect. (Geo. W. Bain.) 

COURT DECISIONS. 

The statistics of every State show a greater amount of crime and misery 
attributable to the use of ardent spirits obtainable at these retail liquor saloons 
than to any other source. (California r. Christensen, 337 U. S. Reports.) 

For we can not shut out of view the fact, within the" knowledge of all, that 
the public health,. the public morals, and the public safety may be endangered 
by the general use of intoxicating drinks ; nor the fact, established by statistics 
accessible to every one, that the disorder, pauperism, and crime prevalent in 
the country are, in some degree, at least, traceable to this evil. — (Mugler v, 
Kansas, 123 U. S. Rer>orts.) 

Assistant Attornev-CiENekal C W. Trickett, of Kansas, on the Effects 
OF Prohiuition in Kansas (*ity. Kans. 

On the day I was ai>pointed assistant attorney-general there were 256 saloons 
in Wyandotte County, of which number 210 were in Kansas City, Kans., 22 in 
Argentine, 10 in llosedale, and 14 in other localities. Thirty days later there 
was not an oi>en saloon in the county. 

The publicity given to the closing of the saloons in our county has brought 
me letters from all over the world, making inquiry. There is a marked contrast 
in the information re<iuested. From foreign countries the inquiry is, ** How 
does it affect the morals of the people? What effect did it have on crime?" 
The inquiry from the States is universally, ** What effect does it have on busi- 
ness?" 

I shall try to answer both of these questions. 

There are a large number of good people in the world who believe it im- 
IK)ssible for a large city to exist without the saloon. Kansas City, Kans., has 
its share of such people. When I was appointed delegation after delegation 
visited my office to protest against closing the saloons because they said it 
would ruin business. There were bankers and merchants, and real estate men, 
and lumbermen, and in fact all classes and professions. The bankers said it 
would lessen deposits, *cau»e a tight money market. The merchant said it would 
cause the people to go to Kansas City, Mo., to trade, where they could get their 
drinks. The real estate man said it would decrease our i)opulation, render 
vacant many hoiisi^s, cause rents and prices of real estate to fall, and otherwise 
ruin the town. The lumberman said it would stop the progress of the town and 
the erection of new Imildings would cease. 

Jt is now seven months since there was an open saloon in the county, and 
what is the result? Have any banks failed? Has the price of real estate de- 
clined? Are there vacant houses? Has work on new buildings stopped? Have 
taxes increased? Has our city ceased to grow, and are we losing in population? 
Xo man can truthfully say that any of the prophesied evils have liappened. 

The bankers who said it would injure the banks have returned to admit their 
mistake, and now say it has helped them. The real estate man says rents are 
higher than ever before. The lumberman says so many new buildings are being 
(^rerted that it is almost imi)ossible to supply the demand, and this in midwinter. 
The taxpayer finds that it has put money into the public treasury instead of 
increasing taxes. There are no vacant houses save and except those formerly 
occupied as saloons, and these stand as silent monuments proclaiming the 
" reign of law." 
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The fnniitniv d*ialer finds tlmt be is selliii;i? more furniture than ever l>efore. 
The shoeuian reports likewise. Recently Mr. Newton, of the flriu of Dengei & 
Newt<m, stated to uie that one astonishing feature of the increase in their line 
was that it was*largely in footweiir for women and children. Why is it that 
when the saloons are closed, the w^onien and children buy more shoes? 

The timekeeper of one of the large packing houses tells me that if the 
saloons are kept closed they could afford an increase in wages because of the 
increased efficiency of the men. A similar statement has been made to me by 
the superintendent and managers of other large institutions. I have personally 
talked with more than fifty business men, and almost without exception they 
report an improvement in business since tlie closing of the salocMis. 

In every community the banker is the index to business conditions. He 
sits at the tiller and hears the telegraphic news from every avenue of trade. 
He is the nerve center and feels the slightest interference with business con- 
ditions- If any line is injured, he knows it almost before the owners thereof. 
Day in and day out, week in and week out, year in and year out, the banker 
sits with his fingers upon the pulse, counting the heart-beats of business. 

Upon the testimony of these experts I will rest this case. We bid them take 
the witness stand and tell us of conditions before and since the saloons were 
closed. And first, they tell us that in the seven months since the saloons were 
closed the combined deposits of these banks have increased more than a million 
dollars. 

Does that indicate a ruined business and a bankrupt city? 

I hold in my hand the written testimony of these bankers, which I offer in 
evidence. I have asked them to make the comparison by taking .lune 80, the 
day previous to the gi'anting of the padlock order, and January 80, this year. 
Here is what they say : 

Home State Bank, 
Kansas City, Kans., February 7, 1907, 
Mr. C. W. Teickett, 

Kansas City, Kans, 

Dear Sib : With reference to your inquiry concerning condition of our busi- 
ness as compared with that of June, 1906, we beg to state that our deposits 
have grown from $95,000 on June 30, 1906, to $132,000 on the 30th of Januai-y, 
1907, an increase of 40 per cent, and the volume of our business has increased 
in a greater proportion. 

The month of January just closed has shown a large increase in business as 
compared with the depressing month of January last year, when the joints 
were in full blast. During the month three times as many new savings ac- 
counts were opened as in the month of January a year ago. 

To us it looks like a clear case of " when the people are not permitted to 
spend for a bad cause they will invest it for a good purpose." 
Respectfully, yours, 

Home State Kank, 
j. w. hullinoer, 

Cashier, 



Armourdale State Bank of Commerce, 

ArmourdaJe, h'aufi., January 2.7, 1007. 
Mr. C. W. Trickett, City, 

Dear Sir : Inclosed find statements of the bank June 30 and January 25, as 
requested. Our deposits have increased more than 20 per cent since the joints 
were closed. I have never been able to figure out how open saloons would bene- 
fit business or closed saloons injure business. So far as our business is con- 
cerned, the statements speak for themselves. 

Respectfully, W. T. Atkinson, Vi^ee-P resident. 



Inter-State National Bank, 
Kansas City, Kans., January 26, 1907, 
Mr. C. W. Trickett, 

Kansas City, Kwns, 
Dear Sir : Replying to yours of recent date, I wish to give it as my opinion 
that there has been an improvement in the business of Kansas City, Kans., since 
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your successful warfare against the joints and that the moral tone of the city 
is certainly much better than it ever was. 

Yours, truly, Wm. C. Henrici, Cashier, 



Citizens' State Savings Bank, 
Kansas City, Kans.j January 30, 1907, 
Mr. C. W. Tbickett, 

Kansas City, Ko/ns, 
Deab Sir: In reply to your inquiry as to relative condition of our business 
now and at the time of the closing of the saloons in this city June 30, 1906, will 
say that our deposits since that time have increased 36 per cent, which we 
largely attribute to this cause. We arrive at this conclusion from the fact that 
we are gaining so rapidly in new accounts, many of which we are positive are 
from the element which formerly spent their earnings for liquor, and it is with 
great satisfaction that we can report to you that our business has been won- 
derfully increased, and I think I voice the sentiment of all the bankers in the 
city when I say the banks have been wonderfully benefited by this procedure. 
Very truly, yours, 

J. D. Weight, Cashier, 

I come now to our largest bank, the one that carries the account of a large 
majority of the business men, and I ask that you note carefully what they say : 

The Commercial National Bank, 
Kansas City, Kans., January 30, 1907, 
Mr. C. W. Tbickett, 

Assistant Attorney -General, Kansas City, Kans, 

Deab Sib : Replying to your inquiry with reference to general conditions since 
the closing of the joints in this city, will say that on June 30, 1906, our deposits 
were $2,461,911.82, and that at close of business last night, January 29, they 
were $2,969,230.17, an increase of $507,318.35 in seven months, the largest in- 
crease of new business we have made in any period of the same length of time 
since organization. 

We think we have the accounts of more than 50 per cent of the business 
houses of this city and have talked with a large number of them with reference 
to the effect of the closing of the joints on their business, and almost without 
exception they have expressed themselves as pleased, and many of them more 
than pleased with the result. Many of them have stated that it was the best 
six months they have ever had, and we believe that this feeling is shared by a 
large majority of the professional men and other intelligent citizens of the city. 

I have heard many of our best citizens who were formerly inclined to think 
the closing of the joints would hurt the city now express themselves as hoping 
we will never go back to the old regime. 

During my residence of over sixteen years in this city conditions have never 
been so good as at the present time. 

Very respectfully, yours, C. L. Bbokaw, Cashier. 

These letters speak for themselves, and comment is unnecessary. 

effect on crime. 

The next (luestion that interests us is the effect on crime. If a gi*eat corpo- 
ration can largely increase its income, and at the same time reduce its expenses, 
it is certainly on the road to great wealth. 

If a city can do likewise, it is also on the road to prosi>erity. 

An examination of the criminal docket of our courts reveals the fact that since 
the saloons were closed we are running at a reduced expense of criminal prose- 
cutions of more than $25,000 per annum. The closing of the saloons h«is so les- 
sened crime that a much smaller police force is required, making i)ossible an- 
other saving of $25,000. The fact is that we are sjiving now in the various de- 
partments for the suppression of crime more than we ever received in revenue 
from the saloons. 

An examination of the criminal docket of the district court will reveal the 
fact that before the joints were closed it required six or more weeks to try the 
criminal cases. Since the closing of the joints at no term has it required to ex- 
ceed three weeks. The same proportion holds good in every other court having 
criminal jurisdiction. 
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The police judge of Argentine in a publislied interview says he is without a 
job. The police judge of this city is quoted in the Star as follows on Septem- 
ber 11 : 

** Since the closing of the joints in Kansas City, Kans., there has been a large 
reduction of crime. Before the joints were closed they had from 10 to 30 in the 
police court evei^j- morning; since then the arrests have been very few. When 
Judge John T. Sims came to the police court this morning and was informed 
that the docket was clean, that there were no prisoners to be brought before the 
court, he spoke as follows: * What! Do you mean to say that in this city of 
85,000 people' we are getting so good that not a single arrest has been made in 
twenty-four hours V That is a record breaker ! After all, it is the duty of the 
largest city in Kansas to set a good example for the younger and smaller cities 
that have been subjected to temptations, especially in the case of Topeka. This 
is the first time in many years that there has not been an arrest in twenty-four 
hours. I have noticed lately that there have been fewer arrests every day.' *' 

We uo longer need a detective force. Thieves and burglars have followed 
the saloon out of our city. 

I present these cold facts without comment, and you can do your own moral- 
izing. 

MORAL RESULTS. 

It should not be overlooked that there has followed in the wake of law en- 
forcement a great benefit to our city that can not be measured in dollars and 
cents. 

The judge of the juvenile court recently told me that when the joints were in 
operation many children had to be assisted every month, but that with the clos- 
ing of the joints this had totally disappeared, and that during the past six 
months there were but two applicants, and these were the children of a mistress 
of a disorderly house who abandoned them when she followed the saloons out 
of the city. 

Our board of education reported an abnormal demand for admission to the 
public schools last fall. While formerly eight new teachers were sufficient each 
year for the increase in attendance, last fall eighteen new teachers had to be 
employed. Inquiry reveals the fact that since the saloons were closed, fathers 
are providing for the families and the boys are trying to get an education who 
formerly had to work to support their mothers and drunken fathers. Dollars 
and cents can not measure this, but in the future life of our city it will weigh 
heavily in the balance for good government. 

The manager of the children's home says there has been a large decrease in 
the number of dependent poor and cases of destitution. 

The county poor commissioner says that not so many poor persons are being 
sent to the county farm and that the hundreds of cases of destitution, due to the 
husbands spending their money and time in the "joints," have almost entirely 
disappeared. 

Teachers in the public schools report that children are now well clothed who 
formerly were in rags because their parents spent their earnings in the " joints." 

Festus Foster, secretary of the associated charities, in a published interview 
on January 23, 1907, said : 

"Although the population of our city is rapidly increasing, the number of 
cases of destitution is decreasing materially. We trace this directly to the fact 
that the 'joints' have been closed and that a better condition prevails on all 
hands. A i)erson who has not been actively connected with charity work can 
not api)reciate the wonderful change that has taken place since the 'joints' 
were closed." 

The following editorial appeared in The Oklahoman of April 22, 
1908 (The Oklahoman is the largest paper published in Oklahoma) : 

PROHIBITION IN OKLAHOMA CITY. 

From an unbiased survey of the results of prohibition as affecting Oklahoma 
City during the five months that the new order has obtained here, the results 
are very satisfactory both from a commercial and a moral standpoint. 

Persons who have observed the results of the sudden application of prohibi- 
tion in other places expressed wonderment when they witnessed the buildings 
vacated by some sixty or more saloons all reoccupied by other lines of business 
within sixty days. The result was even more remarkable in view of the fact 
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that new buildings are being constructed and occupied as soon as they are 
completed. 

As to the effect of prohibition on trade conditions, a majority of the mer- 
chants freely assert that there is an increase of business and that cash trans- 
actions are more frequent. -This is esi)ecially interesting in view of the fact 
that the depression following the financial panic was ushered in just prior to 
the inaugunition of the prohibition regime. 

More important, however, is the notable effect of prohibition upon the morals 
of the community. While it remains to be demonstrated that prohibition really 
prohibits, it is apimrent that the amount of liquor consumption is greatly 
reduced and a drunken man on the streets or in public places is a rare spec- 
tacle. 

Concrete evidence of the imiiroved moral tone of the city is supplied by the 
I>olice-court records, which shows a remarkable decease in drunkenness and a 
considerable abatement of crime of various kinds. 

In a recent report Police .Tudge Highley presents the record of police court 
cases for three months prior to prohibition and for three months following 
the new order, as follows : 



BEFORE PROHIBITIOK. 

August, 1907 ._ 

September, 1907 

October, 1907 

Total — . 

ATTXB PROHIBITION. 

December, 190f7 

January, 1906 __. _ 

February, 1908>__ _. . 

Total 



Gasee. 


Drunks. 


603 
559 
543 


123 
122 
415 


1,705 


415 


274 
277 
280 


47 
37 
75 


821 


159 



Police Judge Highley, who was for mjiny years a resident of Kansas and an 
observer of conditions there, stoutly maintains that, at least so far as it has 
progressed, the Oklahoma brand of prohibition is sui>erior to that of Kansas. 

He calls attention to the fact th^it the offenses for which persons are haled 
before the police court now are minor as compared to the more serious viola- 
tions of the law, when the presence of saloons made the city attractive to a 
criminal class that is now becoming scarce. Such offenders were generally 
taken care of by the saloon men, who found profit in their presence. They find 
no such fostering protection from the illicit whisky peddler, or '* bootlegger," 
for the latter finds it unsiife to cultivate close relations with his patrons. His 
business transacted, he disjippears. He never appears by i»ersoii or by proxy to 
aid his patrons when they are gathered in by the iwlice. 

As the records stand at this time an unprejudiced view of the situation leads 
to the oi)inion that, except for the loss of revenue formerly derived from the 
licensed saloons, [)rohibitioii is a benefit to Oklahoma City. As to the loss of 
revenue, that item is given little consideration by the man who prefers that his 
boy be not tempted by the presence of saloons, nor is it appreciated by the 
wife of the workman, who on Saturday night takes home his entire week's 
wage, instead of leaving the greater part of it with the saloonkeei>er, as for- 
merly, because the latter was so kind as to cash his check. 

The following is clipped from The Standard (a Baptist publica- 
tion of Chicago) of May 9, 1908 : 

I*KOHiniTioN IS Helpino Oklahoma City. 

REPORT OF SECRETARY OF CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 



Regarding the effects of iirohibition on Oklahoma City, I wish to say that the 
r)9 buildings formerly occupied by saloons were reoccupied as (piickly as the 
necessary changes could be made in the buildings by reputable concerns. Only 
three or four, which were out of the best business district, were occupied at a 
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sligbtly reduced rental. I know of quite a number on which premiums as high 
as 25 per cent were offered. 

In the residence district the situation is just as it has been for the past five 
years — never enough houses to supply the demand. There has been no falling 
off whatever in the demand for good rental residence properties. I also note 
that building is contracted as heavily at this time as ever in the history of the 
city. 

Concerning the values of property, some large deals have been made since the 
coming of prohibition and the prices are steadily increasing on all good proper- 
ties. I notice in the transfers this morning the largest realty deal ever made in 
Oklahoma City on a single piece of business property. A 50-foot front sold for 
$105,000. 

The merchants tell me of an increase of from 5 to 20 i>er cent over the corre- 
sponding months for last year, which was supposed to be a record breaker. The 
grocery men tell me that their collections from the laboring people are better 
than ever. 

These statements are gleaned by daily contact with the business men of the 
city, and I believe a i)ersonal investigation of individual cases would show even 
stronger evidences than above. 

Statistics from Vermont comparing the effects of prohibition and 
no license: 

Brattlebor(» in seven months of the last year of prohibition had 11 drunka, 
and in its first year of no license, under the local-option system, after a sorry 
two years of license, they had only 7 drunks. That is the only instance of Jhe 
diminishing of drunkenness under local option that has come to my attrition. 
Her license record was many times worse than either prohibition or no licentse. 

If the records of the small " no license " towns were well kept and to be 
had, they would, I am certain, in most instances show at least as much recorded 
drunkenness as under State prohibition. 

Burlington city court and justice record of convictions for intoxication, May 
to November, 1902 : Prohibition, 60 ; 1903, license, 213 : 15)04, license, 212 : 1905, 
license, 248; 1906, license, 263 — an average increase of 339 per cent. 

The record of Crittenden County jail drunk commitments is as follows : May 
to November, 1902, prohibition, 93 ; 1903, license, 360 ; 1904, license, 319 ; 1905, 
license, 356; 1906, license, 324 — an nverage increase over prohibition of 339i 
per cent. 

DRUNKENNESS INCREASED 600 PER CENT. 

The Rutland city record of three months is as follows: May, Jime, and 
July, 1902, prohibition, 28 drunks; 1903, license, 189 drunks; 1904, no license, 
38 drunks; 1905, license, 165 drunks — an average increase in license years 
over prohibition of 600 per cent. These court records of Rutland are rather 
elo<iuent upon the question of a change for the better in the license towns. 

In the city of St. Albans even, where conditions were supposed to be about 
as bad as they could be under prohibition poorly enforced and a town agency 
as scandalous as that institution was capable of being under the guardianship 
of selectmen not overzealous for temperance conditions from May to Sep- 
tember, 1902, prohibition, had 107 drunks; 1903, license, had 154 drunks; 1904, 
license, had 126 drunks; 1905, license, had 195 drunks — an average increase of 
44 per cent. 

Montpelier and Barre have developed a similar demonstration, but it is of no 
use to multiply figures. It is evident by facts and figures incontrovertible that 
the licensed saloon in the larger towns and cities of ^>rniont. instead of improv- 
ing conditions has increased the volume of rum selling by practically the amount 
sold by the authorized saloon. 

The report of the board of directors of the house of correction made to the 
last legislature is authority for the statement that for ten years previous to 
the date of the legislative session of 1902 no biennial rejwrt of that institution 
showed more than 808 commitments. Yet the first two years of license and local 
option brought them 1,081 and the second two years 1,404. 

It must be remembered that only second or subsequent offenses of intoxication 
could be sent to the workhouse, and therefore these men and women must be 
the " blacklisted " men and women who, by the provisions of the license law, are 
not supposed to be able to buy liquor in Vermont. 
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Before passing from workhouse figures I desire to call attention to the fact 
that the 34 saloon towns, with a total population of 92,2d5, in January and July, 
1905, contributed 95 prisoners to the workhouse, while 34 no-saloon towns, with 
a total population of 243,346, contributed only 48 prisoners. The license towns 
therefore had about one prisoner to 1,000 population, and the ** no-license " 
towns one prisoner to 5,069, only one-fifth as many from ** no-license " towns 
per thousand of population. 

DIVES MULTIPLIED UNDEB LICENSE. 

It is a matter of common knowledge that the old-time dives or kitchen bars 
In the larger towns instead of being annihilated or diminished in number have 
continued to operate as before, and in some places are said to have increased in 
number and impudence. They seem to be well-nigh immune, and Instead of 
incurring the enmity of the license holders and being opposed by them, the 
two kinds of saloons are the best of friends, and it has been conceded by some 
licensees that the kitchen bar of to-day is the child by adoption of the open 
saloon, supplied, sustained, and protected by it. A license commissioner of 
Burlington has stated to the speaker that in his judgment at least a hundred 
such dives existed in that city in apparent perfect agreement with the 10 
licensed saloons. 

The comment of Judge Powers of the supreme court, in rendering judgment 
In a liquor case in Rutland concerning conditions in that city, is sufficient to 
show that Rutland does not differ from Burlington in the matter of unlicensed 
liquor selling, nor the enforcement of the provisions of the license law. We 
have the old method of rum selling and have simply added the legalized saloons. 

If, then, the license system does not close the kitchen dive in license towns, 
but rather increases the number and renders protection instead of chastisement 
as prophesied, it is difficult to see how the heralds of the law have been vindi- 
cated in this respect. 

Extracts from speech of Hon. Charles N. Haskell on State-wide 
prohibition in the constitutional convention at Guthrie, Okla., Jan- 
uary 31, 1907. 

Let us give you un illustration of the result of prohibition in Muskogee. 
When oiir street railway, which was built and is owned by men in Pennsylvania, 
had just finished its first year's operations, those men had a meeting in Musko- 
gee. In uiy office, in a conversation with me, where they stopped a few 
moments, they expressed their utter amazement at the amount of earnings of 
that street railroad. They said they had compared it with similar properties 
in which they were interested in many towns as large or larger : and while, of 
course, they expressed themselves as gratified at their unusual earnings, yet 
they didn't understand why 20,000 people in Muskogee should cause the street 
railroad to earn 30 to 40 per cent more than a street railway in one of th^ 
Eastern States. I answered them and said: "Gentlemen, I have given a good 
deal of time to analyzing the conditions which embrace the question you have 
asked, and I will give you my answer." I said to them : " We have no saloons 
in Muskogee; we have no place where the laboring man or the clerk, when his 
day's labor is performed, is enticed to assemble with his chums and spend the 
evening and drink beer. And for want of such an Invitation you will find that 
man taking his 25 cents and his child and enjoying life, not with his chum 
around the table in the saloon, but with his wife and his baby enjoying a ride 
to the park, or for general recreation upon the street cars of your city. And I 
ask you to go to the auditor's department of your railroad, and return and tell 
me if the surprising part of your street railway earnings are not between the 
hours of 7 and 10 o'clock in the evening." They told me a few days afterwards 
that between those hours was when the unusual earnings took place. 

I say to you, that is one of the many instances we could use to illustrate 
here; and what is the result, gentlemen? Where in the interest of morality, 
where in the interest of the human family, should that man have spent those 
evenings? Everyone of you will agree with me that that which brings our 
people to a high degree of moral life and domestic happiness is that condition 
which throws the man and his wife and his child in common company, one with 
the other. 

Now, gentlemen, taking it from a bushiess standpoint you will occasionally 
hear jteople say, " We want the wide open saloon in our town in order to build 
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up our town." Now, if you want to talk business just answer me this one 
question : 

Did you ever see an individual get rich doing a losing business? 

No. Then, if an individual can not prosper doing a losing business, will 
you tell me how a community can prosper doing a losing business? 

If you were to take a township out here in Akers' district, and consider 
that township as a community unto itself, and you found them raising com 
and It cost them 50 cents a bushel to raise it and it only brought 40 cents a 
bushel in selling it — you will readily see that that township would go broke 
in a very little while. 

Suppose Muskogee had the saloon privilege. It would be a small estimate 
to say there would be 30 saloons in Muskogee; it would be a small estimate 
to say those saloons would take in an average of $50 per day each. There is 
$1,500 of nickels and dimes gathered up every day that is Muskogee money. 
It is gathered up and dropped into the till in dimes and nickels, and after a 
while, when the sun goes down, $1,500 of Muskogee money is in the barrooms. 
One man tells me that you will probably be able to rent 30 storerooms here in 
town, probably 60 or 75 men will get employment, the electric light company 
will have some patrons for lights, and so on ; but, gentlemen, that whole $1,500 
is Muskogee money — don't let that get out of your mind. You will probably 
pay out $750 of it for rent, and lights, and wages, and profit to the proprietor ; 
and to that extent that goes back into Muskogee circulation and you have not 
depleted the Muskogee treasury. But what becomes of the other $750? You 
write a draft' for it and send it to Anheuser-Busch in St. Louis and, so far as 
the wealth of that community is to be considered, $750 has been lost every day 
that the sun goes down, and has been permanently withdrawn from Mus- 
kogee's assets. 

If we follow this to its final conclusion, we all know that Muskogee is $750 
poorer every day, unless for that $750 you have got sooie valuable asset that 
takes its place in the inventoi*y of Muskogee's wealth. If you had spent it for 
hardware, there would be a stock of hoes and plows in the community; but 
what did you get for it? Did you get an asset that is of any value to-morrow? 
When you start in to-morrow morning with yesterday's balance, what do you 
show in the column opposite $750 gone out of your community? You show 
nothing on earth — except, possibly, regret. I do not know so much about that 
phase of it. I have tried it a time or two myself, but I haven't tried it often. 
I was never drunk in my life. What you bought for the money left nothing to 
take its place in the volume of assets that would make your community richer 
in time. 

But is that all? You might afford to lose the $750 each day if there was 
nothing lost but that ; but, gentlemen, that $750 was a small part of the loss to 
Muskogee. The honor and moral standing of your citizens was endangered 
by the evil effects of the saloon ; and I say to you, fellow-delegates, why do you 
turn loose the unbridled saloon in your own territory or in ours? You have 
simply said we will see how much temptation our people can stand. If you 
are going to do that, don't come along here a little later and say, ** Let's pro- 
hibit the cigarette." Don't come along and say, " We will make the reckless 
taking of strychnine or arsenic a crime." 

I say to you, when you put this, question on a basis of business, there is no 
business back of it. A saloon may look like business, with the red lights before 
it at night and the brilliant display on the inside that attracts the unwary, but 
it won't figure business in the assets of that town any way you take it. 

International Order of Good Templars, 
2// Bliss Building, Washvngton, /). C, May 15, 1908. 
Hon. J. H. Gallinger, 

Chairman Committee on the District of Columhia, United States Senate. 
My Dear Senator : Unfortunately there is at present no central bureau from 
which reliable up-to-date information can be secured with reference to the 
details of legislation for the regulation, control, or prohibition of the liquor 
traffic in the various large cities and in the different States. I can only give 
at this time a few facts which I happen to know from personal experience and 
observation. 

Regulations vary in different municipalities, but nearly all have some pro- 
vision relating to closing at night and oi>ening In the morning, varying from 
9 or 10 o'clock in the evening until midnight and opening from 6 until 7 o'clock 
in the morning. In some of the largest cities it is true that these provisions 
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for midnight and Sunday closing are not gemerally obeerved. In others they 
are well enforced, Jind the tendency is toward better enforcement. In many 
cities over the country all screens and obstructions which would prevent a 
clear view of the bar from the outside are prohibited by law. 

Minneapolis, Minn., has a provision under which saloons are excluded from 
residential districts and are confined within certain patrol limits of the busi- 
ness section of the city. In Boston, Mass., and several other cities there is a 
provision limiting the number of licenses that can be granted per thousand of 
the population. In Boston it is the sanie figure as that recommended for Wash- 
ington by the District of Columbia Commissioners, namely, one to e%'ery one 
thousand. The other features of municipal control relating particularly to the 
annual license fee and the exclusion, as in the city of Denver and some other 
municipalities, of females from saloons or licensed barrooms. Most of the 
States have provisions against the sale of liquor to minors, on Sunday, to 
drunkards and persons in the habit of becoming Intoxicated, together with 
various other regulatory features which, being State laws, control in the munici- 
palities thereof in which saloons are licensed. 

Very sincerely, yours, E. C. Dinwim)ie, 

National Electoral Superintendent, 

(The hearing was thereupon closed and the committee adjourned.) 
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